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T PUBUSHED BY JUmOKW - 

•• ' r Wlfigia^ ** ** 


^l^wfr, 28 / 2 ^P^^^pi^ v 2 j* 13 ^ 4^30 • 

NEW DELHI, DECEMBER 28,2<Mfc^A£pi&Y3»2a^^ 7—PAtJSA 13,1930 


I* imfi ft P* *rwf itnir ito? *** 

Separate Paging b given to4fctsP«*in order&at itmaybe-ttad as a separate comptiMinn ?. >~ * 


PART;iI—Section 3--Sub-section (ID 


,.i:u „ 2 L.Lk ^LJLSS 


Statutory Orders and Notilicatienalsaved by tttte Miubti tea of the Government u Madia 
, (Other |^tupp. theJVlinbtry of Defence) 


.J'- 

tarn Hjicra 


, xlbdhiiNn£lhm , i) .... . , v .«. 

■ . ; ,y.-‘.v T -. ■* 19 - ,T ■ 

m m lirm&b vm 4 ^ 5 n^p?r $qpst ), 19714197* ir 40) m 3 m im 

titeif Trim W afo 1 nira> 30 2001 # mm mm anflfa? *n*f Apifi ^ odfoqpn u 

1 3 /io/ 200 Miiat^nifs«ifferaia^ ^ tmn?, aiflraift ^ ^ mm ^ 

ftgrf^fl RKoft ^ (2) 3 aiwifa m atOw iffri f aft *^8 sftft ffi ^ mw ast fagw 

t, ^ *RP# ^ *TCPT ( 3 ) 3 fKT ur anta ip s^aftqluni 

tltwll Wl ^t»I 3 fR Wl 0 *tW ^I,W }— •. ;: ^ 1 


«n»ft 



(1) (2) ... (3) , 

-' ... r » . r fcrt i. . f > \,jkiAm w , w . v .. i t .. n ^.. • , ■ ■ . . * 1 1 .a ■ >« » — .! ■ " ■ " , " * ' fr «■•»» « ■ » i ~f£ t« ■ ^■*■. ■ ■ ^ i 

1. Rf%sr twh,T fe^Fifo,^fer arriartrar^spift aiksLu^ 

4 > 14 f<r 14 , vr - Tpppi 1 # 3 ft*EI I 

2 , 'sm, Tffe^R ^ ^ 3t^t aw^-ro^ gRf 3m«g ,a^ ^ ftn ^ w 

3 . vm,item 3 ^sB«wr urt aram*3R^ 


4972 GI /2008 


(I) 
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4. ^rf%cT JTVR, 5*fe*R lN>, 33f%R 
+wl<ru, 


5. *f%*T vm, lN>, ^f%cT 


& t+R>d "SKTH, "?fe*R IN?, 
fNc^t 

7. TTf^cT Wf, ^fe*R lN>, 3PP?f 
^F#R,’ 5 RN^[ 

8. '5Frf%^T U*TR, if&R IN?, 3meT 

^R l fcR , ygSEff 

9. ^rfef U*TH, ffe*R IN?, 
cFPTNKT, tprfgft 

10. tlPtid TmH, 5l*qi IN?, <nqd 
^nfcFT, T^nf^gm 


11. TTf%eT UVH, ^TsM’t IN?, sfapT 

12. Hf^xn U*TR, «N>, 3faR 
Wld^l, 


13. tif^hd TKIR, ^fe*R IN?, 3T3R 

^TCfaTC, 

14. 3T«TFT, IN?, 3BIR 
3 T^r ^itercsrai 

15. life 3TOR, ^fe*R IN?, 3RTR 
WlW, ^^u|H 

16. ^fer ffe*R lN>, 3P3R 


5fe*R IN? ^ arrt 3nwr erf aram 
Tl^T, Wfa 3? 
^fejpr^Nf^ 3R| 3!«WT 3WHT 

ffcTFTT TP*T I ftm STRICT, fwft, tfW 
ftKui, «141 sa sfa ^IPFRI 

i[s*W IN? N» 3 rI <jt1«h URT <H^q| 
31SHM ^ ft«t>l«iK If fPB I 

ifeqi IN? ^ 3R^ 3 **rit^r» eri 3rwt 
dfnd’ii^ 1M If ffSR 1 

%Tsq’i IN? ^ 3fR^ 3jqqi <Jti<fc "gRT 3l*raT 
PiMfdRsw fNdf If f^PT TOR : 

3WS TT^T 7P*T If 3R?igi, fNrffe, '^"SNl 3= 
^fe*R lN?N» 3R^ 3W31 £R[ 

tVifinPaci fNdf 3 ft*R TOR : 

apHd’ii^ TP*T If ajk %rf*T 

s'fsq’l IN? N» 3 r| 3TW3*R> URT 3TO3T 
aP^crHI^ TRT ^ <*»^5i<5Jt INrT If tTOcf TO 
ft*R IN? ^ awn srt srom 

PiHfdRad f^Teff ^ f?*ra : 
cTf^RF| TP^T ^ 3^ fPKrrM I 

§Ts*h $<k ^ 3mA 3T?RT \Jf(«i) igKT <H^qi 
^ i^r^rf Ifr PR I 
Tfe*R^fc^ 3^ 3T«?2n*3^^RT 3T«WT 

PHHPdPteld f^ff 4’fkfWH : 

hiTs-^0 TP^T ^T ‘RT^ I 

5*lsqi ^ ^ 3R^ 3TSRI"gRT 3TO®IT 

3l^ u imd ISP^fT, Aqitiq, ’IPIK^S, f^ 

^Tsm-i IN? ^ 3PT^ 3T«RT "3^ '9RT 3WCT 
Pi^PciPaa ftraf If ft*R TqR : 

3rrer y^l TP^T N> I^TRK, <»>(1 h ' : T t R, 
HM J itel, iWIFR, fm 3^ WTeT I 
§Tsq’1 IN? ^ 3T^T dtiq* SKI 3T^q| 
rHHPdRdd IN#* If fWcT WT : 

(TfH6HI^ TPT If ^fNt^r fi l W^ 1 
IN? ^ wr ' 

Mw 3flr -qf^l Nnra TP^r If ft*R w 

Tfe^R ^N? ^ 3 rI 3roqr <t*p£ «?«fcn 
pTHfdPsicT fN#‘ If f?*R WH ; 
clfNcRT| If HHIRcfll’fM, fN^T 

$fe*R IN? ^ 3Rl 3Wq? *3^ ^RT 31«WT 
Pi^ldPad P*idl If ft*R t*nH : 

"3RT 5l|^l TP^ I 3TFKT, 3idVl<S, fPlT 
P^iV, ^KWl, 'ilto^t, J 







[unn-vf 3(ii)] 


*S<jp**; yw w rc , gro* mrr; iMWto, Tmfcfr, Twy, 


*41 'VS/'*' 


bw sfnwwrt* vn 

• <; >•'« 4 . ••, .: \ * • , Or»* < -.'* ' r>- '>.Ju«. ; • . \ 

<WKW! T5^f WlM Tpw : ... f 


17. *ft*rsm*r,*m,*f*w ^%fi«w«*w?wamm‘*«mt«tt 

«nfe't > n£f • . ; ft«*T ttjw, TRW3W, «#» ^*»M i 

18. Trf%8MraH,tfk«R**,*i**I «M'ill< WT mW* •Wj'4Hq^tj| ! *f£j«i 

^^fcramrf i 


mrtfew, 

191 Hf%?nMR)3^ra! 




1^*k1^W*1NGfa#4 

ifem <hjf itqprt m*jm ?jwft *N ^ ftntmiimr 

¥ft*flW 'if ftfllj m>Osiris, 3?fc l^fW 1 , r 

amm 3 ^ "m amm aata 3 ^ ^ m* *mr 

Wllfr l <* ** fc*TOl • *1 ;:. > * « ; ‘. .1: ,; • ■» ,:«a - - 


Mltylim*, l fiW5£H , K 3^1^ I 

2a hWwi ■icit’^^wO.OIW:: fkiriMMw* «*iwfW M’HW 

m wfe w , msm Ann* Tim 3 • 

4>wfem , Hg^fl 3^1t TCT facl I 


mri i ra , 3gE*ft ^ ft* 1 

jjfcjjfr. arc} 3mm■ 3 ^sm ammaita3^^mi*m 
v ■TiPwRns TPPf # faw ft WH flwff * 

^qfepy yfr ; ' 1 " Hem^ aiyqypK, areftflT, 3mqmft, ^Iviwis, '*S&, «*Wy, 

wrt-i» 

23. TWR, ^femT 4N>, stf&<rt *Tfc«ti ^fm ^ 3nri <^*im ’5TO <«*wi <J««»>1 afa $ 4$ m ^ 
flUfaq , item afaM-flg tem 4*w»>« ato 3*m 1 

mpfom. ftffrfrft R*«i \ ^ 1 

^,4 m !*■ ■ • TrtlffRrt^ im $ ft*w 3ift*n?p f ^ Riwiiwfl ™} 

26. -Stfem^fe«Rfv;itflw tffew3fni% 


‘ 4> i < rfgw > T^c ' ifamt$ twZ ft«m ft«HMi«if affc ^ b -.. : 

27. #S*r rn ^TT iNr, *f%*r iNr« ^ 3mm ^ sm 2fmm aik ^ ^ ^ ^ w 

rnmfem ^^qig i ami 3 ^ Tfm;^fIfeti iNf ata 3i#fiW f*$ s t ^ - •'■• 

28. ^if%^r TmH, afemr '^Pm, <n«ni «w ?m <M*im <»^^>l 3^c% ^3 Rr< ^ ^mr 

ahj >i«\iqjQ M 1 

fdfiR im ik ^ani% 3 mm '$$$ ®n amm *3^ sift ^ ^ ^ fat* ^ ^mr 




[m€WT)/2008-^3it-II] 
t$L *i!mici ^1®!, 3R7 «Pqq 
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MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Financial Services) 
New Delhi, the 19th December, 2008 

S.O. 1.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 3 of Publ 
Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971) and in supersession of the Notification of the 
Finance, Department of Economic Affairs, No. 13/10/2001 dated the 30th Octobe 
appoints the officers mentioned in column (2) of the Table below, being officer eqi 
of Government to be Estate Officer for the purpose of the said Act, who shall exerci 
duties imposed on the Estate Officers by or under the said Act, in respect of the pu 
the said table. 

TABLE 


ic Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised 
Government of India in the Ministry of 
r, 2001, the Central Government hereby 
iivalent to the rank of a Gazetted Officer 
se the powers conferred and perform the 
blic premises specified in column (3) of 


S. No. Designation of the Officer 


(1) (2) 


1. ’ Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Ahmedabad 

2 Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Bangalore 

3. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Bhubaneswar 

4. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Chandigarh 


5. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Chennai 


6. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Chittoor 

7. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Coimbatore 

8. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Cuddalore 

9. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Dharmapuri 

10. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Emakulam 


Categories of Public Premises and Local Limits of Jurisdiction 


(3 


Premises belonging to or U 
Bank and situated in the 
Rajasthan 

Premises belonging to or tc 
Bank and situated in tin 
Karnataka 

Premises belonging to or te 
Bank and situated in the c 
and Orissa 

Premises belonging to or U 
Bank and situated in the 
Himachal Pradesh, Jammu 

Premises belonging to or ti 
Bank and situated in th 
Jhajjar, Kama!, Panchkuli 
Yamunanagar in the State c 

Premises belonging to or ti 
Bank and situated in the disl 
Premises belonging to or t; 

Bank and situated in the 
Tamil Nadu. 

Premises belonging to or t; 

Bank and situated in the disi 
and Nellore in the State of 

Premises belonging to or t: 
Bank and situated in the dis 
in the State of Tamil Nadu. 

Premies belonging to or t 
Bank and situated in the 
Tamil Nadu. 

Premises belonging to or t 

Bank and situated in the dis 
the State of Tamil Nadu. 

Premises belonging to or t 
Bank and situated in the di 

Premises belonging to or t 
Bank and situated in the dist 


















•ifrouft tr to : 'arrtfr 13 ,1930 


11. CireleHe*i,lSto B«!k,Cffcle Office, 
Gtnrtihati ,v ■' ■; - v ‘ ‘ 

11 Ciftle H^lnafiinB^ ; 

Hyderabad ' '*' . J 


Premises^ belonging to or taken on lease by, or on behalf of Indian 
Bank and situated in the districts in the States of: Arunachal Pradesh, 
Assam, Meghalaya, Nagaland and Tripura. 


13. Circle He^d, ,Indian Bank, Circle pffiee, 
Kancheepuram 

U, i CiiyteJfaa^ Indian Bank, Circle Office, ( 

KoHcata • .. 

15. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, , w 
Kumbakonam 

16. CireloHead,inihanB«nk,<^rcle Office, •. 

Lucknow >i- ■ - 


^Bfchkarid situated in |ie districts of: Hyderabad^ Karimnagar, 
Rkamhtam, Kumool, Mahbubnagar, Mwak, Nalgonda, Nizamabad, 
ftariga'Reddy and Warangal in the State of Andhra Pradesh. 

rt^tjlscs belongftig to oHakeri M Ietee by, or on behalf ofindian 
situated in the districts of: Kancheepuram and Tiruvallur 
inthe $tate of Tamilnadu. 


17. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 

Madurai.. : ■ - v ; 

■ . . : . ft i 

18. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Mumbai 

19. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
New Delhi 


pptmj^es belonging to or taken on lease by,'or on be^&lf ofindian 
Bank and situated in the States of: Sikkim and wb&t Bengal. 

, Premises belonging to or taken on lease by, or on.behplf ofindian 
Bank and situated in die districts of: Nagapaftinarp, Thanjavur and 
Thinivarur in die State of Tamilnadu. 

; Premises belonging to or taken on lease by, or on behalf of Indian 
„Benk and situated in the districts of: Agra, Aligarh, Allahabad, 
Bahmich, Balrampur, Bara Bunki, Bareilly, Bijnor, Bulandshahr, 
Gorakhpur, Harriot, Haridwar, Hathras, Kanpur Nagar, Lucknow, 
Mathur^ Meerut, Mirz&pur,* Mbritdribad, Mmttffitfh^ar/Pilibhit, 
Rai Bareli, Rampur, Saharanpur, Shahjahanpur and Varanasi in the 
State of Uttar Pradesh. 

Remises belon g in g to or taken oh tease by, or on behalf ofindian 
Bank and situated in the districts in the State of Uttaranchal. 

Premises belonging to or taken on lease by, or on behalf of Indian 
Bank and situated in the districts of : Dindugal, Madurai, 
n aBMuiathap uram, Sivaganga and Theni in the State of Tamilnadu. 

. PreMses belonging to or .taken on lease by, or on behalf of Indian 
Bank and situated in die districts of: Greater Mumbai, Mumbai, 
Mumbai Sub Urban and Thane in die State of Maharashtra. 

v-. Pxemises belonging to or taken on lease by, or on behalf of Indian 
B«uk and situated in the districts of: Delhi in the State of Delhi. 

Premises belonging to or taken oh lease by, or on behalf ofindian 
Bank^nd situated inlfae <fcs*ictsof: Faridal?ad apd<#urgaon in the 
^toteoCHaryane, ; , r -, •• ^ . ft v ;*r, 

Premises belonging fb or t&keii on lease'by, dr bn NtolfCffildian 
Bank and situated in the districts in the State of Madhya Pradesh. 


20. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 

Patna i( ‘ : 

21. CircfeHead, Indian Bank, CircteOfficc, 
Pondicherry 


Premises belonging to or taken on lease by, or on behalf ofindian 
districts of: Ghaziabad, Gautam Budh Nagar 
apd Npida in the State of Uttar Pradesh. 

pmm»es betongjngto or taken on lease by, or on behalf of Indian 
Bmk.aid Situated in die (fcstrictsittlhe Stems ofBiharand Jarkhand. 


Premises belonging to oc taken, pn let 
Bank and situated in the districts of: 
the State of Pondicherry. 
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22. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Pune 


23. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Salem 

24. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Tirunelveli 

25. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Trichy 

26. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Vellore 

27. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Vijayawada 

28. Circle Head, Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Visakhapatnam 


Premises belonging to or take 
Bank and situated in the dist 
Tamilnadu. 

Premises belonging to or take 
Bank and situated in the distric 
Aurangabad, Chandrapur, Kol 
Satara, Solapur and Yavatmal 

Premises belonging to or take 
Bank and situated in the distr 
State of Tamilnadu. 

Premises belonging to or take 
Bank and situated in the dist 
Toothukudi and Virudhiinag 

Premises belonging to or take 
Bank and situated in the distri 
Pudukottai and Tiruchirapalli 

Premises belonging to or take 
Bank and situated in the distric 
the State of Tamilnadu. 

Premises belonging to or take 
Bank and situated in the distric 
in the State of Andhra Pradesl 

Premises belonging to or take 
Bank and situated in the distr 
Visakhapatnam, Vizianag 
Andhra Pradesh. 

Premises belonging to or take 
Bank and situated in the di 
Pondicherry. 



[F. No. 65/1/2008-BO-U] 
S. GOPAL KRISHNA, Under Secy. 


fcfcl H*Kiq 
( w ) 

M 22 2008 

W.3TT. 2.—arf^Kt (7FT«T aifafWT, 1948 ( 948 41^1) 2 ^ 3W (^7) ^ 

3 4R4»K ^ aMHldl, f ^ 22-12-2008 ^ W*" 

[U A 4330/1/2006] 

m. flflVii, awe (srtcjhO 

MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
(C.P.V Division) 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2008 

S.O. 2.—In pursuance of the clause (ii) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic ar d Consular Officers (Oaths and Fees) 
Act, 1948, the Central Government hereby authorize Shri Parameswaran V., PA to pei form the duties of Assistant Consular 
Officer in the Representative Office of India, Almaty (Kazakhstan) with effect from 22 nd December, 2008 

[No. T. 4330/1/2006] 
R. K. PERINDIA, Under Secy. (Consular) 


















(w <^iir eroft lMtt>i) 


1^^, 2008 ,? r .'" 

wL&t. 3,—ncRfa hfwt^ fm, 1987 i>fow 7 ^^wg.d) ^(bo ^ MH» *fft 

^pm aifa^fai *m ♦ % ^ aggjfl * W^ bfw () 3 wfiN^r ftor wftr* *rtt: 



1R WlMt BRflRBIWBn TTW1 . > WhHHBh «W 3flTTc«*? «8Wfl|ff 

3^’;* ^ ^ ■ •• ''';'* ;i-' :=;••/• •"■"•=. '-:V' „• ' ' T ' Rift? - ’ "f,v" 



3inte 9297 :1979 


#fN*nt 1, 3W^lt, 2008 31-10-08 


BTdf 3F^ 3R»WT *faKM afo 3p*I. 



tftll«HT w TmPfl HKflPl *tmT ^JtT, *TmT ttfR, 9 Wj* W8 W dPI, l^Wfl-110002, <MM WRftHjf, ^ 

ftwft, ^towrar, Wtro, %=r£ *ptf tot ?iren *»rcf k, *tmt, gertorc, torn ? 

^ray, b^tjl ^ 3 *, i ren, 3 ft w RwrapRnyH 3 ftift% *vmm ft i 

:^.. [#tf rB^arctf 9/£-nj 



MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AWAHIS, FOOD AND FIJ»UC MSTRffitmON ,. 

(Department of Goiiinmer Affairs) 

\ V.''' . ’ ;*Bi^ ■..!• 

: New Delhi, the 19thDecember, 2808 ‘—■£'• 

S.O. 3,—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (l)of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued: 



..'• ■ • . 1 : .- -:•’* --r : ’• ’ v ":. '■ ■• • • :, V 

yupsnr - 

■•• - • • -' i * ■! • 

SL 

No. 

No., Title and year of die IndianStandards 1 - 

> No. and Yetfof die 

.amendment 

Date from^fchicft dteamendtnent 
shall have effect 

CD 

m 

0) 

.:'- - 

l 

IS 9297:1979 

Recommendations for Lighting, Ventilation 
and other Facilities Biside Dams 

Amendment No. 1 
October, 2008 

31-KK08 & 


*> Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, MmiiilTfthliili, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumhni Tint aim Branch 
Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore,- Bhopal, BhkU^aaeshwar/Coimh^tQ^ GttWahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram^ ; - : . ; i . .,,.. V: . .., 

= : - v ' 1 PBfl^WTOT-Il] 

" ' A. M. DAVID, Sc. E, Director (Water Resources Deptt) 




v 

. 
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19.f^TRT,2008 

eJ»T.3?r. 4 .—'HKhIh ®*JTt Pi^h, 1987 7 34pt«H (1) <as ( 

y,a\5Ki 3Tfa^faa <+)<.cil $ ^ HH4» 

a) ^ 4ijwi if Tina ®{(! 

'9>. WTtftR ‘HKdl^ HH45 °fft TT^TT TOfttR ^ 4<$MI 3?k fr 

n 3^^ 

fa 

#fafa 

(1) (2) (3) 

( 4 ) 

1 StT&g 10137 : 1982 TL 1 2( 

(Vncicta T?of f^TT-Pl^l 

08 31-10-08 

JH UVlNdl yRkfi 4K<fi4 hii* *«$, hm<*> wi, 9 *%)${ *ne ^MK *ii4, ^ 

fa#-l 10002, qfafa 'Hi 

f^#, chld+ldl, 4U^Md, -^i, cT*JT W^T +krfd41 : 3)544141';, 4'lc-fk, 

§411414, ^TJt, =hMJJ<, Hciif, Tjpt cTOT fashl ^ ^ 1 

X trq. ifas, 

New Delhi, the 19th December, 2008 

S.O. 4.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau c 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, ] 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 

SCHEDULE 

nWel, 

[Wf :W^3RR^9/^-14] 
^tt. ^ ^ram f4m , i) 

f Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
>articulars of which are given in the 

SI. No., Title and Year of the Indian Standards No. and Year of the 

No. amendment 

Date from which the amendment 
shall have effect 

(1) (2) (3) 

(4) 

1 IS 10137:1982 Amendment No. 1, 

Guidelines for Selection of Spillways and October, 2008 

Energy Dissipators 

31-1008 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standard 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarl 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, H 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

A. M. DAVID, Sc. E 
19 ft*™, 2008 

^.3TT. 5 .—4TRT fWT, 1987 ^ fiPPT 7 ^^rfWT (1) ^ ~WS < 

IfrtffiO srfikjfgcT t fa 31^41 M "4PR? (^f) 3 Wfal fa^ Wfa 

s, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
i, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
yderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 

[Ref: WRD9/T-14] 

, Director (Water Resources Deptt.) 

a) ^ 3R3w®i^wNa=ia«fi> 

sF. Wffacl WN TfFR> TOTT ^ WH sffc f 

!f*t 

(!) (2) (3) 

(4) 

1 3TT&R 8605 : 1977 U 1,: 

f4ii^ ®ff4f 4 PwH 4 <lfn 

>008 31-10-08 

f^r TfTTt^rf 4 *rrc<fcT *nFR> topf to, 9 w ttt4, 4 

fa#, #d4>Kn, ^1^, %=ri <T*TT TTT^T '-Ffaefa : 315H4RT4, wfc, ^ITR, 

RTTqr, ^ <T*1T 3 fa# f 1 

tr. TT4. tfas, 

i P4WI-I10002, Mu li 

kw, 

[*M 9/^-8] 

%. i , frT^FT fWT) 


1 ..'■* ( "M ... 


iLiuai. 


'■fir *. 








['ffift-*«r3(tp] 




13,4939 r;/ 


New Delhi, $*l$h peceraber, 2008 

(b)o 

ttfcat 

Schedule hereto annexed have been Issued jj—. 


S.O. 5.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, die 

— -- - * *—*'•-*■-*■-*—--iveninthe 




’ - Mtfc- ’ . ~;Y 


St" N<#., Title 

No. ■*&■. 


:l F(of mt V«Hf oSf tw’-JVT'tJate flutirt WB the amendtmnt 
amendment shall have etipptt 


(1) 


<3 , 


jl 


(3) 


( 4 ) 


1 IS8603t1977 


Am end men t no. 1 
October/2008 crp 


31-HV08 


Copy of this Standwd fra v ultt bl i for Mfrflrith the Bwaatfoftadtin Standante,Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
ZaferMarg, New Dettri-110002 and Regional Offices: New DelHKo||^CI^||^Cherm^ Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore,Duwihati; Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthipuram. ' w ' 

s i. W.’tOWlD, Sc.i£ director ^afcw^esources Deptt) 


, 19 


r ry ., 1 / 


w.*r. 6.—tom, 1987 wn 7 ^ vitom { 1 ) ^ 1 

*mi to arjijdt * to* *nw (iff) 3 ’rt #: 


"k’ v ' 

^ ~ , 1 , rr fy^^ n ■ “w;*Tr— 

- W2E. W&. ESSES — 

w(T*R w tflfll »nt mTO 

V \ f 

(i) 

(2) 


(4) 

1 

91&& 12169 :1987 

itlfrniL 131^,2008 

31-10-08 


me fliSU 4 TVf 9» 144iin , 98 : 

•■ f TfT>;S» :rtrti 



to*ft, itonam, e^Mi , yaf TWT vm TP**, 

JWJlt, 1WT ^ ^3 $1 V*V 

r? . - C : ^ 

. ;r . v t ^ (^1 4tol*R Iwi) 

New Delhi, the 19th Pac«pslM|f^P^ - v.?o 

S.O. 6.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of die Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Seh&Hde hereto annexed have be&frJtnfed: '■ : ' • M:' 4 



;r(Ti#v* r-v ■■&): v n- 

SCHEDULE y * -y 

{'ty'y : 

SL 

No. 

No., Title and Year of the Indian Standards 

% and Year ofthe 
amendment 

r Date from which the amendment 
shall have effect 

0) 

C2) 


(4) 


©12169:1987 1. ^ 

Criteria for Design of Small Bpbaahmeot , 
Dams 

.«• .-i Amenthaeatao^l 4 
Qcgibe^^pps^ ; 

-- fii. U<- 



Copy of this Standard is av ailab le for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
ZrtrMfc* New Delhi-110001 tad RegktoaTOfBbes: New Deltfc Kdfen*^OBftd^irt^Chennai^Mtm**! and also Branch 
Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, CoMh||efe^wahatii % Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. ? .v, 

^ " [Ref: WRD 9/T-22] 

A.M. DAVID, Sc. ft, Director (Water Resources Deptt) 


4972 GI/2006—2 











10 

THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JANUARY 3,2009/PAUSA 13,1530 

[Part II —Sec. 3(ii)] 




22 faFRT, 2008 




W.3TT. 7.—(3PTFH) ftfwi, 1988 ^ f^PPT, 4 ^ faF 
^<vj5Kl «fR?F $ % 1*FT 1cRK«l en^M ^ 3fpt cTTThsT ^ ^t^cT ^ 

RR 5 ^ aqgRFq A RI<<ftR RFFF 
[ fRRT 7 F1T % : 


sFF 

-mfa 

CII^VfRTtt RIT iH ^TcTT 

dl5*l*R ^ 3RPftT3T 
RKdl^J RFTR> R%cT 

FR R*R=R R3f 



(l) 

( 2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

l. 

8964813 

Tfrnf fri •gsijN 

W’T. 221 , 

RfclT, 3FTJC-492007 

0 * 7 T*) 

31T$JR 14151 rft: 
qJVUn 

’ : 1999 
5facRRT?q 

02-09-2008 

- 

2 . 

8966514 

TRT m 

26-Rt, RFHTR 3 R 
■Q^^TT, RfcR, 

^if^iH-474005 
(R. 31.) 

31T&R15500 HPT • 
^us’qtq 

:1995 

05-09-2008 


3. 

8968821 

^Rf, W TTOJ 

428/2, rNt i, ^sf^M 
fR<rk!KI,WJT-493111 

• 

31F&R2830;1992 
RJT*Nf <<lci ^IW R) 

Tplfe 

08-09-2008 


4w 

8968518 

T^Rf, H$iqU 

660,661 

RfW MldlR ^ ''ft# 

TR3T 

31T&R 2202 'TFT 1 

: 1999 

09-09-2008 


5. 

8968417 

T^R^ HCiqU 
660,661,3TcH|sr^Jd 
^ 

3TTfq?l 1659:2004 

«cll«f> 


09-09-2008 


6 . 

8968619 

fcrffni’S 

(#3nRfRlWT) 

171, 172, 173 ^174 

3HR 

*1^11^-452007, (R«T3f^l) 

311^^1277: 2003 
•H(r?qi'ii 5 vr s Rita * 

ft^T 

11-09-2008 

- 

7. 

8967415 

%Rf HSu^ci UT. %, 

71-$ft W, «M<HI Tte, 

F^C-452018 (RtR-g^T) 

3Ilf RR 14543 :20 
%R>M qi«i< 

D4 

11-09-2008 


8. 

8969318 

f$R»«i qj«i<, yin RBntcft 
^TBH, Wt, nIMpR, ^TRT, 
TPTJt (R. 31.) 

3H$TRU4543 :20 

34 

11-09-2008 








( 2 ) 








(«, 


WSSF5F' 




— -■ 

.'■■'t‘jf /;:$i !■■ 


v\m' 

. w t wt*8, $\<*nc fnTO’RHV * 'f 

n?^. ,,*?¥; ,iVi^3< Vf IT:7 ¥v:,y^ 


far tat 2,?! 

TWy (* *1) 


22-99-2008— 

$•*&* ■#■'$ 


/3<M!9-2008 * 


TOIS*. 


■i •.^jKsirt-y,- 




*r / ♦«; ^ .>' i •"->,”» V 

uiff.-.iK.ti 4 . _u__ 


,ii .-:»*»*««,■’•■:.-svO, **$,»« ! "1 

» ,> it- art*?. t i ,w.v : ife •$ ^ (^GT) 

: V .i¥,4;¥¥'.- -.ofrfi; 


r,> ‘‘"" ■ ■• 5 • *" : v i¥,ii; ; c > -r •••• .ofo't; 

«■ /, NewiDelhi, the 22nd December, 2008 

S.O. 7.—In pursuance of sub regulation (5) of regulation 4 of tbe Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulation 1988, of the Bureau of ln4iih.S»MdWis, hereby uoti^thftgfWtoC4iPRU«f* foflhe Month cf$cpifcnber, 2008 
particulars of which are given in An fblnwjngraCfaedule: V/rci#'. !: ■? 


SI. No. Licence No, Name arid sddatew of the 


jShkMwbWe ,o 


Grant Date 


.3* •sr> 


8964813 MAPldi Ift&Slries IS 14151 (P2);199P 

PlotN6! 22 !,lh# Industrial Area, ! Irrigation Ecfuipayiit- 

Raipur-492007 (CG.) Sprinkler Hpa*w>2 

'• v.‘ ^i)**;* Krfrfjt* ^ 

,.-j ...Polvathvlene Pipes 


8966514 Mta t|JP £yt Limited IS 15500 (P-3): 2004 

- (Unit II>2&B ffiiui) Maharajpura Peepw?U hand^uraps, 

Industrial Area, Morar, Components and 

Gwalior-474005(M. P.) Special Tools- 

i - Handpump sub¬ 


industrial Area, Morar, 
Gwalior474005(M. P.) 


, Assemblies 

:c “~7 .t : : >“■ 


M^Gpdawari Power and Ispat IS 2830:1992 

UnM . V ;V: " : !V ; ; 'WbtisMcm 

428/¥, r PHaifc ! ' T; ' Sfe<^£ffiefe,%I 


02-09-2006 


054)9-2008 


IS 2830:1992 084)9-2008 

K^s»dili-8 ?*** 




a nd sla b s for re-rolling -- 

r into sfeeffbr general 


8968518 


M/s. Mah&Vir Laminates 
660,6)61 Urla industrial 
Area, b&lnd Poftd^' 
Stadodf<^^^ 


structural purposes 

IS 22Q2 (PI): 1999 
Specification fbr 


0909-2008 




^ sMRte»<*oHd core type): 
Pai^fiyvifippd?^ 
face panels 
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8968417 M/s. Mahavir Laminates 

660,661 Urla Industrial 
Area, Behind Police 
Station, Raipur 

8968619 M/s. Siddharth Tubes Limited 

(CRM Division) 

Survey No. 171,172,173 and 174, 
Village Londhiya, 

Shajapur-452007 (M. P.) 

8967415 M/s. Reliable Beverages Pvt. Limited, 

71-Sri Nagar, Khajrana Main Road 
Indore-452018 (M.P.) 


8969318 M/s. Shri Balaji Purified Drinking 

Water, Village Sakareli Kalan, 
Shakti, Jangir 
Champa, Raipur (C. G.) 


8968720 M/s. Balaj i Structural (India) 

Limited, 

Ring Road No. 2, Tatibandh, 

Raipur (C.G.) 

8969823 M/s. Usha Spun Pipes 

Plot No. 89, Industrial Area, Richhai, 
Jabalpur (M. P.) 



IS 16592004 I 
Specification for block 
boards i 


IS2772003 
Galvanized Steel 
Sheets (Plain ind 
Conrugated)- 
Specification 

IS 145432004 
Packaged Drinking 
Water (other han 
Packaged Natural 
Mineral Wate •)- 
Specification 

IS 145435004 
Packaged Dri iking 
Water (other than 
Packaged Natural 
Mineral Wate r)- 
Specification 

IS20625006 
Steel foK}en<ral 
Structural Purposes- 
Specification 

IS 458:2003 
Specification for 
Precast Concrete Pipes 
(with and wilhout 
Reinforcement) 


09-09-2008 


11-09-2008 


11-09-2008 


11-09-2008 


22-09-2008 


30-09-2008 


[No.CMD/13:ll] 


M 22 2008 

^3*1, 8.—'IKflto HH'h ^1 (ym^R) fqpPW 5 ^ fitrfWT 6 ^ 


HIR, Dy. Director General (Maries) 


if Hiiq* yn\SKi 


RT5&T 


a i s&tm d tfn m 


32-33, Tfe, 

Ot n.) 




4246:2002 







1 . 


8434376 


04-09-2008 









i*mu-***mn 


i# j^awsdto wino 


(2) (3) 'A 

: ’i' • r fV JF! r-r ; t;. y» • » ttu*;?- i. P- ; 

6123763 TO ^HlRjW ^WWM« 


. <4) 


WhjrtiffiM- 

7(-glW wf 


ihj9s»08 


*\iF :^(p pu.w 


8484997 


>;a ii ZcA FrirT 
-v 

(*l H.) 


8621577 HUtl UlOI*l 

•.- wju. .!>' i; f a- 


7142:i®5 


Z5-O9-2Q08 


^dteiAidfJM. mn 

_v **. £3 1 «ifv»>- ~~ L . • 

WMwWW 


XFFW-452007 (R. R) 


5 MUt aflfWl 
*^11722:1986 

MUm - ’■ ’»- 


26-09-2008 


'••• &L1iWl3 :*3} 

T$k *fi. q*4U, *'4 M»4n^l4» (i^O 


New Delhi, &e 22nd December,2008 


S.O. 8.—In pursuance of £ut} ngy)^^(6) of regulation 5 of th(3iffC4ii dfttdian Standards (Certification) 
nil 10X8 «f the Bureau nfiiutimsSSfii^ hereby notifies®^ graft bfli&nces particulars of which are given have 


_ i.J'i 


Regulation 1988, of the Bureau,pfl$}i§^ 
been Expired with effect from %^4at^ ip« 


, hereby notifies graftofli 


SI. No. Licence No. Nanje iind address of the 
j - • • licensees . . ■ - 


IS No. and title 


Expired Date 



M/s Gorani Industrie^ 
32-33 Sector F Sanwer 
Rdfiftiltfesflriil Area’’ 
lmkw*(M.P$ 'r:?f 

M/s United Pesticides 


8434376 


8123763 


. » , f H?’. r f r 

M84997 - M/s Suiya Gages Pvt Limited 

‘' Plot No. 180, Sector A, 

!1 ! Industrial Area,... 

Mandideep. (M.P.) 


8621577 


P £iitw;vir- 

• :~'v <w^ 


. :7r A ' '.y.A: 

, ” ; / ? C> 1 '$1?/ t' : p 

M/s Siddhart^Jpjw Limited. 
Taraganj Industrial Area, 

AB Road SarangpUr, ^ • " ' !r v " 
Raigaih4^0P7ffll^ ■ ;•=??: 

, <::p f’ltrrl'ti \ ^p-* : 

' t"SP' .Vi**'rS. 


IS4246-2002 
Domestic gas 
; i«pv«* fariisewith *■ 

rl» ~ :*»+}■:> 

IS4323:1980 
Endo s ylfan e in u kifi ab ly 
concentrates 

IS7142:1995 
Welded low carbon 
steel cylinders for low 
pressure liquiable gages 
not exceeding SiHre ■ 
water capacity p. 


0409*2008 


.; tp" r *r 


1109-2008 


2509-2008 


IS 11722:1986 2609*2008 

Thin walled ; 

flexible-quick 

™t**k#**r' *■>■>.■«■• _ t 

[No.CMD/13:13] 
* P.K. GAMBHIR, Dy. Dfoector General (Marks) 
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23 ftwm, 2008 

to ^ (wm) Wm 5 ^ ^ fafror 6 ^ 

TOCT t % fTO f^l*KU| ^TltM 3TFt did (3 ^ en&lfa iTOcT fTO TO $ 

; Tf qrctfta TITO SRT 

#TR ellsdfTI <M -in ^.q Hnl (nisdtt qi *n4n as 

WstfT HKd1<H HH«h ufed 

5R RR Pkw 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

(5) 

1. 8680593 iftld RR. 4t. irdFd=W W l&ti 14255 : 199 

^4 (R), ^5, ^t6, r*H0 J H 5'i«hqJ® , i 

5usP^d R^Tt, fW, (R 31 ) 

5 RfaeT 15-10-2008 

HOOO^OT 

New Delhi, the 23rd December, 2008 

S.O. 9.—In pursuance of sub regulation (6) of Regulation 5 of the Bureau 
Regulation 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licence 
been expired with effect from the date indicated against each:— 

31/13:13] 

41. R»fr, H8lFi^l4» (R&T) 

of Indian Standards (Certification) 
i particulars of which are given have 

SI. No. Licence No. Name and address of the IS No. and ti 

licensees 

tie Expired Date 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

(5) 

1. 8680593 M/s. M. P. Telelinks Limited, IS 14255:19S 

J4(A), J5, J6, Ghirongi Indl., Aerial BuncI 

Area, Bhind (M. P.) Cables for wi 

voltages upti 
including 11C 
Volts-specifi 

5 15-10-2008 

ed 

>rking 
) and 

0 

cation 

P.K.GAM 

M fed, 23 ftTTO, 2008 

^TT.3TT. 10.—HM<* '&$!( (y*H«H) falWH, 1988 ^ fTOT (4) 

RTO «FTfIT t ^ fW"T 3 fa* RR 

[No.CMD/13:13] 
BHIR, Dy. Director General (Maries) 

TOT (5) ^ vwrfto 

WR dl?^T WI&fTOtf 4»M1H 

TORT RTO 

2008 

R TO 'HKdlq HTO 

RR sffl4q» R 

HH+ 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

(5) 

1. 8968215 29-09-2008 it. 

'Htaqi-si ^te, 
q>i«t>dcft, faeTT- 
(iNWH) 

2. 8968316 29-09-2008 ^T?f TT3t TIT. %, 

R9T-49, 

+Wl4<l, TRFIPT 
fTOT - ^R^-303801 

1417 :1999 

Rft 8T<rimf3>0 

4985 : 2000 

t T>Tt sl^qci qTe< tt v cn|'*i 

IMI.lIt IK I il ,.1,1 l m .... 

• 














: [Wrn-*TO3(ii)]_< gWjlgjWjg15 


( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

(3) 

(4) v 

(5) v 

3. 

8*$Q15. , 

30-09*3008 , 


7098 (mi) : 1988 


.. ; •'. ;y :: . s J$\ ‘ •• *y 

;V /•’ . 

.faiK #*, 

jbT^W4€ 


. .1 ,s 

• ••' .. ■ .r ; f: . 

K ■ 

• 

miW, fatf-*Ry-302012 

r: 

ft ft ft ft 1 -.V . 

Hiqf«l WhI 4i4Hf 

/ 

4 

8969520 

30-09-2008 

"St 

4>* ; •!%?» ffl* <*■<*»«» Tfe 

398 ( «n*T2 ) : 1996 

- . - . 


. 

* rnm immy 

. '- ■ .. •. •• - 

5. 

8969722 

03-10-2008 

^4<H ipS, flfftfki-dOJlel, 

. .4 !!i : ‘S 

1417 :1999 
^nnpoff 9>T 

d 

;y; mttmfro. 

• ■ :: . • -r.'-.O) 

O7nW?2Q08t j 

r > 

/.-iuigf•■>.:■ Wl 
<■*■3 ! v> i w 

^3rag?c-30200i (mh) 

ij44l7-: 1999 

wfWWSWM. > r 

7. 

8971709 

07-10-2008 


14151 (» 1 FT2) : 1999 

■ - ^ • " #S ■*"-V ’ 

• • ’ • 

• • • , . ?/. 


’i -cii i • 

, ? . wHkin, 

. 1TO38 


■■v: ' • .-• ■ '•> 




& 

8971810 

f 

08-10-2008 

fte* ^riTi' 

r2112 :2003 , 

5 ^ 4m*umi|-jw*wwi 


1 :'••• /‘ ' r >\, 


. ;■■■■'.• a .H^f*** 1 ) 


9. 

8973006 

* * . i 1 ;^v i . rvj..... ; 

•» ■ ■;/ . % b*.! ■ ) 

08-10-2008 

• . \V>. x f:■ 1 

■’; 1>;V - *S- fj» .. ■ fn-:::,■ i‘H 'A tt>i 

>- »• i V*2:'.. : ^o ..•■, •'■ ‘£ * •.: r *;• f \j 

1417 :1999 

- wihjw w wn*nt«FT 

10 . 

.8973107 

l Hi* • ;■ • • 

13-10-2008. 

O'? 

:\V 'XL- 

-W 7 ! ‘99*.^. ; 



^ 

••Vs u ^8?C^M36flUllWMR) 


n: 

8973208 

' V T-r-Si 

13-10-2008 

•' . • * <•. f ji 

* r n 

hSTCT 

. WT?ll H wwl 4TW, 

. *,..• <vt *■»:;M :■>■ *-i } _ I. 

15/49, W 8 ^immi 8 **inf) 

^TO-313001. (Tmyn) 

::X ~-7 ■c.MrWrfi SUTC- 

1417:1999 

9>l 5TMH!I4» j I 

Oi-KO 

12 . 

8974816 1 

' ’ -i.i-/^iv »j;ii r 4 

1^16^2008 ^ 

,ii;v w.' 

, ? fH, 

■ <-i»- - * AiKif. 1 

Hff J 49, W51I8H sntjnw inr, 
Wlt^;ft(W..i*[jr-303g01 «ae' 

13592 :1992 

W^i V* 

■ 'w WWI4HHSWM 

13. 

897#U ? / 

• f ! .• -Jji'iii 

* -• % - 

17-10-2008 

ML-sti ? 

u , .14151 (4||p|^m .. 

..-MA 3TOtf^ iflmfe-faMu 

#9/2R54-3020M<^niFinT) 

14. 

8975313 

-V 1 ' * i<* 

• •. ,!l -' «U • ' ; 

22-10-2008 

^7 ^ 8 TEf, 

. , ■• Usllrf .3>f.r »»/■!/. ■•'iX 

... 

.si ,b*>o>i XT- .nxEX, i/itci*;.! 

Tfc-332001 CTPRpO 

1417:1999 

1 1 - ■ -i * ■ ^ 
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(2) (3) _(4)_ 

8975515 24-10-2008 JR 

^»T'JST, (TRW 5 !) 

8975717 24-10-2008 A, ^ ftftftqfftl ^4, 

^-1,145, T faf-l,ftaft 

aflsilPi* tfct, 

(trwh) 


[Part II — Sbc. 3(ii)] 

(5) _ 

4984 :1995 

_ f ft . t\ _ 

TT? srucl Wlmdh ^i*hi 
^ *i kii^* 

8112 :1989 
43 Ire 3 rWhi 


[U^h^t/13 til] 


New Delhi, the 23rd December, 2008 


it. T q ^8rf^f r » (tjjt) 


S.O. 10.—In pursuance of sub regulation (5) of regulation 4 of the Burem of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulation 1988, the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licent e particulars of which are given in the 
following schedule. 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

Licence No. 

“ (CM/L-) 

Operative Date 

-^- 

Name and address of the licensees 

Article/Process covered by 
the licences and the relevant 

IS: Designation 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

8968215 

29-09-2008 

M/s. J.P. Jewellers 

Main Choupati, Bhilwara Road, Kankroli, 
Distt. Rajsamand, Rajasthan 

1417:1999 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

2 

8968316 

29-09-2008 

M/s. Rathi Polyplast Pvt. Ltd. 

F-49, Kaladera Industrial Area, Kaladera 
Distt. Jaipur-303 801 Rajasthan 

4985:2000 

Unplasticized PVC Pipes for 
Potable Water Supplies 

3. 

8969015 

30-09-2008 

M/s. Richa Cables Private Limited 
F-172-173, Bindayaka Indl. Area Road N< 
Phase 2, Bindayaka, Distt. Jaipur-302 012 
Rajasthan 

7098 (Parti): 1988 

09, Cross linked Polyethylene 
, Insulated PVC Sheathed 

Cables 

4. 

8969520* 

30-09-2008 

M/s. Kumar Electron Private Limited 

B-3 Data Arcade, Station Road, Alwar, 
Rajasthan 

398 (Part2): 1996 

ACSR 

5. 

89689722 

03-10-2008 

M/s. Priyadarshi Jewellers 

Temple Road, NayaGaon, Tehsil: Kherw 
Distt. Udaipur, Rajasthan 

1417:1999 

ara, Hallmarking ofGold Jewellery 

6. 

8971608 

07-10-2008 

M/s. Gold Seal 

Bairathi Bhawan, M.I. Road, Jaipur-302 0 
Rajasthan 

1417:1999 

) 1, Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

7. 

8971709 

07-10-2008 

M/s. Rajesh Techno Plast 

G-109, Kaladera Industrial Area Chomu, 
Kaladera Distt. Jaipur, Rajasthan 

14151 (Part2): 1999 

Irrigation Equipment-Sprinkler 
Pipes-Quick Coupled 
Polyethylene Pipes 

a 

8971810 

08-10*2008 

M/s. Gold Seal 

Bairathi Bhawan, M.I. Road, Jaipur, 
Rajasthan 

2112:2003 

Hallmarking of Silver 

Jewellery 


WHl H* l 


1 ""*• 1 T i- i m .. . iiiii hi.bu. iHi h 
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(i) 

C2) 

(3) 

ft 

© 

9. 

997^006 

08-10-2008 

M/s. Manbhawan^ewellers 

M ' Stadar BlaijKitf™, Ud^or-31 3 803, 
Rajasthan ^ v 

1417:1999 

Hallmaridng of Gold Jewellery 

10 . 

8973107 

13-10-2008 

M/s. Gehna 

S8,PadaBw,IMwpur-313001 
■ Rajasthan ; ;r 

1417:1999 

Hal hawking of Gold Jewellery 

11 . 

8973208 

13-10-2008 

Mfc Kohinoor Jewellers 
Kot^KirGawadLNew Sarafa Bazar, 

15/49 Teliwara (108 Bhamashah Marg), 
ri UdaipuKm Wlfcajasthan 

1417:1999 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

12 . 

8974816 

.i . ' ' : f 

16-10-2008 

M/s. Rathi Polyptast Pvt. Ltd. 

F-49, Kaladera Industrial Area, Kaladera 

Dictt Jajpur-303801, Rajasthan 

13592:1992 

UPVC Pipes for Soil and 

Waste Discharge Systems 

13. 

8975212 

17-10&** 

M'^KnthM^Flnalex Limited 

B-204;RoedNo. 10, Vishwakarma Industrial 
,-n, ;r Am, Jajpur-3020J 3, Rajasthan 

14151 (Pait2): 1999 

Irrigation Equipment-Sprinkler 
Pipes-Polyethylene 

Pipes 

14. 

8975313 

22-10-2008 

M/s. JJ. &,5flfttJcwcIlers 

Naya Shahar, Wear Ghantaghar 

Sikar-332 001, Rajasthan 

1417:1999 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

15. 

8975515 

24-10-2008 

M/s..Anusthan Plastics Pvt Ltd. 

M OpptGangotri, Bari-Thur Road, 

Feaiyeit J£* Gods, Udaipur, Rajasthan 

4984:1995 

High Density Polyethylene 
Pipes Jbr Potable Water 
Supplies 

16. 

,8975717 

24-10-2008(. 

M/s-A.K. Engineering Works 
, t Q - 1*. 1 Industrial Ai^a 

Beliror Distt. Alvrar Rajasthan 

---ii .. 

8112:1989 

43 Grade OPC 


[No.CMD/13:ll] 


fc.K GAMBHIR, Dy. Director General (Marks) 
^ftS*ft,23ft*RK,2008 


m *in 11.—imrfta tnw (trior) Wm, 1988 ^ 4 ^ 5 aqrcro ^ swdto.HH* 

1*3*51*1STfagfari fa ft*=i fanmmffa: 


TFR 

WBQI 


m#* ^ me*^ 

<TTOfa THilm 

ftfo 

(l) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) ,/ • • 

(5) 

l. 

8973309 

WlfcTL 237 r ,7ft-25f#Ktl, i: 

ufarnij 

: 3#S?3589 : 2001 

; "^£|P1 WT ^ T^fl8 

01-10-2008 

z 

8978218 

tft vwi imyfre&tot 

~*~r >•;•> :*r 

vfaM. 173 3 178, 

^pr ife , "W ; ‘ 

^ k 3## 2830 :1992 
" Mi , 

■"i v ■ 1 - W 1 _£i> 'i«U]Lmi AiXlk-V 

- wf*! W K-t!!H f l 

01-10-2008 


4972 GI/2006—3 
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8975818 


8977115 


8977216 


8979725 


8975616 


8976416 


8975919 


8976012 


8978117 


8979826 


8976719 


tef FRTFf ym m fafn£g 
Tsm R. 6/1,6/2, 6/3, 7/1, 7/2, 7/3, 
HRS 7/4 im WIRT, tRter, 
RRPJT 

tef ter Tftwr ffcr^r m fates 
Tfm snteft, Rte ?>s, ^rar, wj* 


3^2062 : 2006 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


16-10-2008 


RR?"6T 3ft$d , 

13-^, Fte-R, 

tete te 

't’TPtl-Wd «*i)d =bmT^H, 

#.i xte, ^rI, 

itef TTnrfcT ^ft<+<rFI, 

177-3fl3 3flf St^ft^ 

"0^7771, Wim, 

Rfal, fa?TT ftell (R*R H^T) 
tefsisiter fa IhU, 

ten tei ^ hrt, te 

tef TfR ter te 

r. l-R, RRMZT, , 

Rte, Tteprc 

(ROTteT) 

itef 3RI4ftf F^R terc 
RrlTS H. 1-^, RRMZI, 

5 «sl*^d llfRfl, J <=nicr(^< 

(RSf te) 

"tef R 3}R RT. 

fates, Fft HR STT^Fft 
^R^i, sMteit, 
wj7 (wtim) 

AfifI 3nr9na Thc^i 3n.fa., 
WR. 193/3,4, 6, 7, 194/2, 

195/5, 16217, Taf T»t«4 

te, -qt.3ft. fate, tftjf 

itef HR ^ FRTRFft RRS R7. 3n.fa., 
teSR. 8 3 41 HRS 48^ 52, 

5 u -sR^<4d HrldClKI %H-2, 

TFRJF 


3TT&R 2830 : 1992 
Rte tef ^FTHfte y 

R>R 4*k« t$«rq«4f RFT 

3TT&R 6595 RFT1 : 200i 
f^I^m rr 

3TT&R2830 :1992 
cfciTi Rfta ^lFd y 
<7 u € 9 >k 1t-3 

R>R *i*Ud F£«w<dH HR 

3TlfiRT 1065 : 1989 
sdir^M hj^'SF 


3TT&R398 (HRT2) : 19^ 

sTFgfater 

3?te2202 (HFT2) : IS 


311^ 303 : 1989 
MrfN^S H>R *M<d HiM'Jl 


3TT&R 814 :2004 
4(rsTl 


3?te 2830 : 1992 
Ftila <*>iw fa<44 7 
HcjH HRS Fc1«HH t FR ft- 
W HFRa F^4*RRT HR 

3lte2830 :1992 
4)l44 HHR fa<ri<± ^ 
HHJH M, u -S RcfaH RTR ft- 
T FR 'fliFd F^^FdFI RR 




i, 

FTFI^tef 


r, te<R, 

TT^tef 


i, te^R, 

RT^ter 


16-10-2008 


16-10-2008 


16-10-2008 


17-10-2008 


17-10-2008 


21-10-2008 


21-10-2008 


22-10-2008 


22-10-2008 


23-10-2008 





[TOII— 8 TO 3(ii)] 


1 A< . AS ! f 

mJSWWPTi: 



l&O&Mu, 1930 


CD C2) 


.(4).: 


14. " 8976820 






TVfr imFwm 

IWpl^nrwufr.v 


- (5) ' 


^7-10-2008 


31-10-2008. 


15. 8978824 3 &&a 1786 :1985 30-10-2008 

m M&s ,6 ^,• vt'&ptimfam M‘ v- 

ifc -^ ; - ; • :x ' ; -' 

:(*'!> *! St! »>;'*<:. ' ' < '■>< A. 

16. 8979927 3^ 2830: ; 1992 ... - 41-10-2008 

• ; :,. ipCiip &k ' 

; .,- 55/i* 4&&,51/6, ”5^ 

,-^S7/3, 5W4,*$7/3y 57/8*56/2,57/7, W W! 

XRy dR^nW7" ‘ : -- 


- ;': - f:'-.;-. •';./•.■>- .1 5 : V, l-'/'V 0 - -.T !;' A-! /' V?> ! '■' 

v a ^ > ?h '> •’ -’• : •*■'■**' ■■ ; u .i.i : ».. xr^. ‘n»frc, dmis i fH^ i * Cgsr) 


r *V^-: I . 1 Jlh v 


1 • S ; r ... ;• } 


. ’ ■ j Nwr Delhi, ^ :\ 4 ^cr 

S.O. 11.—In pursuance of siib regulation ( 5 ) of regulatj(in 4 of jh$ Bureaudf Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations 1988, the Bureau oflndfaii ^tlrtdiftls, hereby notff&s tfie fcrarit of titles'for the month of October, 2008 
particulars of which are given in the following Schedule; * ^ ‘ 1 ' 

■! V ‘ ■ -i. i . 11 *■ ■ ■ J _.: 1 ' .r J V t *lji *'■' **. .- r .lC ' ■ ■ , 4\ . S 

SCHEDULE! . , . , , 

-• to ’:)%• r>vs:u.:< .i:!f*.VvTtO‘;Vt. ! S:r<: - 


SLNo. Licence No. 


Nine arid address of the 


IS No. 


licenses 


Grant Date 


8973309 M/s Man^chisfrieS (I) Limited ( fc>35$9^ 200) ;‘ 1 ' 

' BdM 237|;^B, Sector- 1 , , ; ‘ ^fP^sfor Water and 
mltip^Dy 1 ^) Sewage(168.3 to 254.0mm 

> or -’'. v ; «'; i..- ,ndohit«de,Didmjeter^*Specification/•• 

8978218 M/s Shri ^ajrang Power and Ispaf 

Limited,Wot'hlos'.. 173 to 178/’ L tarltoh fcaSfbillet ingots, 

Vlhage Boijliara^ tJrla-Guma Road, billets, brodfriS Mi# slabs for 

J 'kaipuf. “ re-rolling into steel for 

■ : ■:':#£r !:genem^StsiHniii^4)urp oses ^ < r - 

8975818 M/s SunmigIsjjatrCP)Limited i ^‘ :;; ! ,IS!20&-|pfe^ ' ^ 

KhasraNos. d/I, 6/2,6/3,7/1,7/2 Steelfor uenekffeteuctural 

and 7/4;VUldge Gdhdwaa;.Block i ^ ^orposes-SpdGfieation 

■ ^ (DharBiva,RaipUP^G) ■ ,VS' 

8977115 .* ’ Ij^f^aurabh^oil^g Milfe l Pvt. Hlfe ' 18^836' 

Limited, Visage Achholi, Kanhera Carbon steel cast billet ingots, 
Road,(Ma, ^har^CG) — ? ^ v '-m biUe^, WbcmS and slabs for ■ ; > T 

■ m ->t Li:, ti<.K\b-> ■«: , £ ^telhagMala-ataaaifor 

- . 2 is:fid - j 5 , <gttwri!tsW4t»Badpurposes 

8977216 M/sJhadrpOil Engines • IS6595fc f2QQ6 

* - In li-B, Industrial Area, Sector-A, .Horizontal fcerifrifugal Pumps 

Sanver Road, Indore (MP) for Clear, Cold Water-Specification 

•. '.. V ! f .. ^ .. . - Part 1: Agricultural and Rural 

Water Supply Purposes 


8978218 


8975818 


8977115 


"fcail&ii sf last fillet ingots, 


•« t.'.-.ti '>.* L::. tk.d.o, r ^ 


01-10-2008 


01-10-2008 


16-10-2008 


16-10-2008 


16-10-2008 
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( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


8979725 


7. 


a 


8975616 


8976416 


9. 


10 . 


11 . 


12 . 


8975919 


8976012 


8978117 


8979826 


13. 


8976719 


14. 


15. 


16. 


8976820 


8978824 


8979927 


M/s Kontinental Steel Corporation, 
G.E. Road, Kumhari, 

District :Durg(CG) 


M/s Pragati Chemicals 
177-ITDC New Industrial Area, 
Naugaon, District: Vidisha(MP) 

M/s Tata Steel Limited 
(Indore Wire Plant), 

Near Kila Maidan, Indore (MP) 


M/s Agrawal Super Timber Stores, 
Plot No. 1 -A (Part of Plot No, 1), 
Baraghata Industrial Area, 

Gwalior (MP) 

M/s Agrawal Super Timber Stores, 
Plot No. 1-A (Part of Plot No. 1), 
Baraghata Industrial Area, 

Gwalior (MP) 

M/s ARF Electrodes Pvt. Limited, 
CSIDC Industrial Area, Amaseoni, 
Raipur (CG) 

M/s Agrawal Structure Mills (P) Ltd. 
KhasraNos. 193/3,4,6,7,194/2,195/5, 
162A, Urla Industrial Growth Centre, 
P.O.-Biigaon, Raipur (CG) 

M/s. S. K. Sarawagi and Co. (P) Ltd., 
Plot Nos. 8 to 41 and 48 to 52, 
Industrial Area, Siltara, Phase 2, 
Raipur (CG) 

M/s Vinar Ispat Limited, 

Plot Nos. 60-63, Industrial Area, 
Richhai, Jabalpur (MP) 

M/s Maa Mahamaya Rolling Mills 
Pvt. Limited, Raigarh, 6/2, 

Village Delari, Near Germani (CG) 


IS 2830:1992 
Carbon steel 
billets, bloomjs 
re-rolling inti 
general struci 


16-10-2008 


fast billet ingots, 
and slabs for 
ol steel for 
turai purposes 


IS 1065:1989 
Bleaching Powder, Stable 


IS 398 (Part 2)j 
Aluminium c 
transmission 
Aluminium c 
steel reinforce 


: 1996 

inductors for overhead 
Purposes: Part 2, 
onductors, galvanized 
d 


17-10-2008 


17-10-2008 


IS 2202 (Pait2): 1999 
Specification for wooden flush 
door shutters (solid core type) 
Part 1 Plywoqd face panels 

IS 303:1989 
Specification |f( 
general purpo 


or plywood for 
ses 


IS 814:2004 
Covered eleci 
metal arc welfl 
carbon mang; 


tirades for manual 
ing of carbon and 
inese steel 


IS 2830:1992 
Carbon steel 
billets, bloomjs 
re-rolling into| 
general struct 


21-10-2008 


2 MQ-2008 


22-10-2008 


22-10-2008 


fast billet ingots, 
and slabs for 
steel for 
dural purposes 


IS 2830:1992 
Carbon steel 
billets, bloomjs 
re-rolling intc| 
general struci 


23-10-2008 


fast billet ingots, 
and slabs for 
steel for 
(ural purposes 


IS 2062:2006 
Steeel forGeij 
Purposes - 


Spte 


eral Structural 
cification 


IS 1786:1985 
Specification 
deformed stei 
for concrete 


for high strength 
41 bars and wires 
reinforcement 


M/s Nandan Steels and Power Ltd. IS 2830:1992 
Siltara Industrial Area, Village Sondra, Carbon steel 1 rast billet ingots, 
Phase II, KhasraNos. 55/1,55/2,57/6, billets, blooms and slabs for 
57/3,57/4,57/5,57/2,56/2,57/7, re-rolling into steeel for 
Raipur (CG) general structural purposes 


27-10-2008 


30-10-2008 


31-10-2008 


[No.CMD/13:ll] 
P. K. GAJftBHIR, Dy. Director General (Maries) 
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Ministry of Petroleum & Natural <>as 

New Delhi, the 23rd December, 2001 

s. o, 12 .— Whereas, it appears to the Cent a! Government that it is 
necessary in-the public interest that for the transportation of petroleum product 
from CPCL (ManaliRefinery) to Meenambakkam Airport in the State of Tamil Nadu 
a pipeline should be laid by the Indiah Oil Corporation Limited, for implementing 
the Chennai-ATF Pipeline Project. 

And whereas, it appears that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the Right of User in the Land described in the Schedule 
annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferrejd by Sub-section (I) of 
Section s of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline (Acquis tion of Right of User in 
Land) Act 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government heresy declares its intention 
to acquire the Right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in tie said Schedule may 
within twenty-one days from the date on which the copied of this notification, as 
published in the Gazette of India are made available to ths general public, object 
in writing to the acquisition of the Right of User therein, or laying of pipeline under 
the land to Shri B. Baskaran, Competent Authority, Indian Oil Corporation Limited, 
ATF & Chennai-Bangalore Pipeline Project, No.lC, Thiru-Vi-Ka Street, 
Rajajipuram, Tiruvallur, Tamilnadu-602 001. 

Schedule 
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New Delhi, the 23rd December. 2008 

. D S ’ Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Mintetrv 

GaS S 0 number 849 dated 23- March 2M7 ar^ 2710 dS 
26 September 2008 issued under sub-section (1) of section 3 of tho petmiaum ana 

i '^ a p PlF |f lln ® s (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (60 of 1962) published 

r«n» Pr ° f ,ndla da,ed 24 March 2007 and 27 1 * Septembei 2008 respectivelv the 

Yalahanka° V Disthct nt ,he " 9ht ° f US ir in me land in Ta,uk ; 

an£ nded fa^th=t nn«s 9 « 1 t an me State of Kamataka specified in the Schedule 

Aviation TuAineFNeM^l 011 £'*** W*** of la y'ng pipeline for the transportation of 
International^ikport^evan^i^bythe WiamOHCorporafion^mitod 1 ' * T" ^ 

puwic o A n^7 a J ay ^ — " ade ava « a “® to the 

nf ika An 5 A wbere i as ', ^ Competent Authority in pursuance of sub-section (1) of section 6 
of the said Act submitted his report to the Central Government; 

that thf'! d * h ® reas ’ toe Cen tral Government after considering the said report is satisfied 
!Su?be 9 aS,utr r ' and 8PeCified " ‘ he SChedU ' e appen,ted t0 ^ notification 

the said7ct th re f r!±? X rT Se ° f ,h ? poWar8 confer red by sub-section (1) of section 6 of 
s^dfilri G0Ve T® nt hereb V declar es that the right of user in the land 

pE? h Schedule appended to this notification is hereby ecquired for laying the 

the saidAct^ e rJntrafr r P!f ° f **, pow ! rS conferred by sub-sect on (4) of section 6 of 

shah instead l r bereby dlrects *ha‘ ‘he right of user in the said lands 

SKrahon inWn^-^Tr Government, vest from the daie of the publication of 
mis declaration in the Indian Oil Corporation Limited free from all encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 


fl'art ff See. 3(ii)j 


Taluk: Yalahanka 


Name of the Village Survey no. 


Dietrict: Bangalore Urban 
e.__ Sub-Division 


Hectare 


Hobll: Jala 


DHUMMANAHALLI 


State: Karnataka 
Area _ 

Are Sq<mtr. 


6 



[F. No. R-25011/3/20Q7-O.R.-I ] 
S. K. CHITKARA, Under Secy. 
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25011/4/2008-3ft.3TR.-I] 
%. faiUtW, 


New Delhi, the 30th December, 2008 

s.o. 14.—Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public 
interest that for the transportation of Petroleum products, from Bijwasan in the NCT of Delhi to 
Panipat in the State of Haryana, a pipeline should be laid by the Indi an Oil Corporation Limited* 

And, whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is 
proposed to be laid, and which is described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), 
the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the ight of user therein; 
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and 2 support management’s case. Of course they are 
victims of the incident. Exts. Ml to M7 are log book and 
work permits. They also reveal that the work got delayed. 
As per standing order No. 29-12 stoppage of work against 
company rules is a misconduct. The evidence shows that 
the workman had instigated others to agitate. 

9. The next allegation against the workman is that 
MW1 and 2 were surrounded, blocked, detained and 
abused. MW l and 2 alone were examined on the 
management side. They say that when they reached the 
work assignment spot they were surrounded and blocked 
by workers at the leadership of the workman. They 
demanded immediate explanation regarding show-cause 
notices issued to four employees on the previous day. 
MWsl and 2 invited two of the employees to the room for 
discussion. But the workman refused and they wanted an 
explanation then and there. When MW 1 attemped to 
explain the workman shouted at MWsl and 2 and abused 
them in filthy words. The witnesses have narrated the 
abusive words which are recorded at page 39 and 59 of 
enquiry proceedings. DWs. 1 to 3 denied having abused 
the officers. But it is revelant to note the averments in para 
3 of the claim statement that the workers had questioned 
the officers regarding show cause notice and due to that 
the job allocation work had got delayed by 1/2 an hour and 
that there was exchange of words between officers and 
workers. 

10. It is in the background of this admission in the 
claim statement that the incident has to be viewed. The 
workers were in an agitated mood. There were 27 workers. 
All of them together at the leadership of the workman had 
questioned the two officers. The statement of DWs. 1 to 3 
before the Enquiry Officer in inconsistent with the 
averments in the claim statement. The union has not been 
able to show that MWs. 1 and 2 had any motive to bring 
the workman to book. The incident as alleged by the 
management had happened in the morning on 23-09-1995. 
Except the use of abusive language and detention of 
officers, the rest of the incident is admitted in para-3 of the 
claim statement. Considering the entire circumstances, the 
agitated mood of the workers and the admission that there 
was some exchange of words, the version of MW 1 and 2 
that they were abused, cannot be brushed aside. Ext. DEI 
is reply to the show-cause notice issued to the workman 
and Ext. M9 is a letter sent to MW2 by the workman. In 
both he has denied the allegations in toto. It is stated that 
he had not even gone to the spot where job allocation was 
being done by MW 1 and 2. But his testimony in the enquiry 
(DW1) is different. He says that on 23-9-1995 while he was 
waiting for vehicle for going to the workspot, he heard a 
noisy talk among the workers at the work allocation spot. 
Anxious to know what was the talk about, he went there 




and sat on a bench. Thi 
in para-3 of the claim st; 
in Exts.DEI and M-9 
management side pro^i 
Enquiry Officer has 
sufficent materials on 
with the findings. 


version together with the pleading 
:atement belie the case of the worker 
The circumtances and evidence on 
e that the allegations are true. The 
held the workman guilty based on 
record. There is no reason to interfere 


11. Point No. 
withholding of three in 
M8 is standing orders 
acts of misconduct are! 
and punishments are 
No. 29-12 is regarding 
Company’s Rules ancf 
regarding surrounding 
officers. Order No. 29| 
insulting language a 
employee. The punishiji 
in order 3 0-1 (a) to (e). 
reads: “any other punjs 
and necessary”. This 
the penalty of withho 
cumulative effect. Th^ 
dismissal or discharge 
Industrial Disputes 
the punishment except jo 
of standing orders of tji 
of law. Whatever be 
workman this court [lai 
other than falling within 


In the result, an 
action of the managem 
withholding of three 
effect is legal and justiff 
for any relief. 


The award will c 
publication in the official 


Pte 


Dictated to the 
typed by her, corrected 
day of October, 2008 


Witness for the Union 
Witness for the Management - 
Exhibits for the Union 


Exhibit for the manager^ 
Ml- 10-10-1995 


2 :—The punishment awarded is 
fcrementswithcamulative effect. Ex. 
(of Cochine Refineries Limited. The 
contained in orders 29-1- to 29-53 
(jontinued in order No. 30-1. Order 
stoppage of work in violation of 
Regulations. Order No. 29-14 is 
blocking or detaining the company 
■16 is regarding use of impolite or 
gainst a supervisor or any other 
ient for misconduct are enumerated 
The relevant provision is (e) which 
ihment the company deems as just 
brovision is invoked for imposing 
Iping three annual increments with 
punishment imposed being not a 
falling within Section 11-A of 
this court cannot interfere with 
r violation of any of the provisions 
e company or any other provision 
[the past record of service of the 
no power to alter the punishment 
Section 11-A of I.D. Act. 


award is passed finding that the 

f it in imposing the the penalty of 
ual increments with cumulative 
ed and the workman is not entitled 


pme into force one month after its 
gazette. 


rsonal Assistant, transcribed and 
and passed by me oft this the 3rd 


P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 
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5^^,2008 

ft»rn i*#2; 

(1947 ^ffT 14> ^ m 17 3p*f wm-; 

t& i* iWi«ftr ! W ^f# 

Wfa,; W*r aW f fr 

, • . Mkt 'i-*..Lii- ?■• ■'_!.'*(" /.- A 11 j !i i j Ks i J 1 !. 1 .;k! » .■ «'* r*'!Ii/Ct* *” 


[U T^-22012/284/2006^34$ 3fflC (Iffl^r-ll) ] 
3 T 97 T ^mK ni£, sT 4 > sHVcTHU 
,: New Delhi, the 5th December*2008 . : 

S.O. jl<.—In pursuance of Section 17 of'the 
Industrial Disputes* A<$ t947 (14-uf 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 33/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tnbunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Hyderabad how as shown in the'Annexure, in the 
Industrial°Dispute betwbeh 5 the management of 
M/s Sfcigareni Collieries Co. Ltd.' and titefrtofoikrnen, Which 
was received by the Central Government on 5"12-2008y ; 

fNo.L-22012/284/2006-IR (CM-II)] 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

. ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE 

INDUSTRIAL TRDII^AI;^^ COURT 

v ' y /&^viMjmx> ^ 

PRESENT: $hriVedPraka^lGaur,PresidipgOfficer , 

, .(Datfd the 14d»4ay (^October, 2008) v . 
industrial dispute N0.33/3W 

BETWEEN v . 

The GeneratSewetaiy 
(Sri Rjyaz Ahmed), , , ^ 

Singarenii Mines & Engg. 

Workers Uniop (HMS). 

Qtr.No. C-34, Sector-1, Godavarikhani 
Karimnagar (Andhra Pradesh^SOSHJO 11 * ...J.Pedfidner 
•;•••' I... i*l ) '' ■: i j /' i'.'\ ■- > 

And: . 


The General Manner n » / . / v 
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company J 
Limited# Ghennurl& lAMme* i 

SreerainpMf Area, Sriteran^i v; ’ 

1 AlTEAtfANCES 


;... Respondent 


For the Petitioner 


For the Respondent 


M/s. A. Sarojana & K. 
Vasudeva Reddy, Advocates 

SriS.M. Subhani, Advocate 


• V .1- . ^ 

, The Governmentoflndiaj.^wustry of Labour by its 
Order tip, ^2D1^2Wfi0tli8l(CW-il) <*!$<« 3-7r3j007 
refcrredthe foUp^mgdispijteim^ Section 10(1) (d) of 

the I.D. Act, 1942 for adjudication to mis Tribunal between 

,<H(, •• -*;■ • ■: ui^Jr.n-nnair-'ai':' 'p ; intc-XJ an#.' • u.•. 

the management of Singareiu Colhepes Company Limited 

and their woifahan. The reference, is:— . 

T-ft: 1 ' • ; ~ • v ■ *snfcii>'f‘' v." m >• • y.-.j 


w 


] ofrevemon to lower grade i.e. from die post of 
, Senior Mining Sifdgr^^e ‘A’ (SLU) to die post of 
Shot Fiter Grade ‘C’ w.e.f. 1-9-2005 in respect of Sri 
Beesakonda Ramufai^ tigal and justified ? If not. 

The inference is n\im^^<| in this Tribunal as I.D. 
No. 33/2007 and notices were issued to the parties. 


: xtv 


2 . 

filing claim statement and documents. On 14-10-2008 no 
p raiding firohi Petfrioiieris j»?$e.As ndthing isonrecdtd 
to proceed in this castga?NirAward is passed. Transmit. 

’Dittoed to Smt.‘P. 'PhfcriFGbtoit, Plfsdhal Assirisbit 
transcriberd by her, correotedtoynae on this the 14th day of 
Octpber,200*. .*•••.-; 

: VEt) PRAKASHGAUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix ofeyidejice 

Witnesses examined fi^r tbe /.m 
P etitioner 
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Witnesses examined, for the , - MI 
Respondent «.i 

Documents marked fi^r tfra Petitioner 

Documents itnorked fbr the Respondent 

• ?T 

2008 
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^ W (Wf 154/2006 ) $ 
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New Delhi, the 8th December, 2008 

S.O. 17.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 154/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Emakulam (. Cochin), as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Bharat Sanchar Nigam 
Ltd . and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 8-12-2008. 

[No. L40012/21/2005-IR (DU)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ERNAKULAM 

Present : Shri P. L. Norbert, B.A., LL.B., Presiding 
Officer 

(Friday the28th day ofNovember2008/7thAgrahayana, 1930) 

I. D. No. 154 of2006 

(L D. No. 25/2005 of Industrial Tribunal, Kollam) 
Union : The General Secretary, 

Thiruvananthapuram Jilla General 
Mazdoor Sangham, Fort, 

1 Thiruvananthapuram, 

Kerala-695023 

: By Adv. SriAnil Narayanan. 

Management : The Chief General Manager, 
BSNL Kerala Circle, 

PMG Junction,Trivandrum-695033 

: By AdV. Sri. C.S. Ramanathan. 

2. Sri. A. Suuresh Contractor, 

TC 14/403, Extra Police Road, 
Palayam, Trivandrum. 

3. Ms. Aleyamma, 

Self Employed Women’s 
Association, ‘Murali’, KRAD/51, 
Kunnumpuram,Tri vandrum- 695001. 

: By Adv. R.Ram Mohan. 

This case coming up for hearing on 28-11 -2008, 
this Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on the same day passed 
the following: 

AWARD 

This is a reference under Section 10(1) (d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act claiming regularisation of 
11 contract labourers in B.S.N.L. 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 

2. The parties entered appearance and filed their 
pleadings. There after t ie union has been taking time to 
adduce evidence. Today the case was. posted for the 
evidence of the union w ith a direction that no further time 
will be allowed. But th< union as well as the counsel are 
absent. There is no repr mentation also for the union* The 
management is present. The reference was made in 2005. 
Union does not appeal to be interested in the matter. 
Therefore, it has to be p resumed that there is no exsiting 
dispute for adjudication 

In the result, ai i award is passed finding that the 
contract for sweeping, c leaning and scavenging work is a 
genuine contract and the 11 contract workers in the list 
appended to the refereno; are not entitled for regularisation 
in B.S.N.L. and they are also not entitled for-any other 
relief. • " : • .. • ; ....- rL . ve 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed 
and typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 
28th day of November, 2008. 

Appendix: Nil ,. r 

P L: NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

12 2008 

18.—1947. (1947 
14) m 17 ^ M w to 

^ stem fsrare t r<«hH ‘ 

wn 119/2004) ^ TO TFT t, 

12-12-2008 ^ HTCT13TT «?T I. ■ 

N. RvT- -40012/74/2004-3?# 3?R(^ ^) ] 
New Delhi, the 12th December, 2008 ‘ : - : ” 


S.O. 18 .—In p 
Industrial Disputes Act, 
Government hereby pu 
119/2004) of the Central 
cum-Labour Court, Lucki 
the Industrial Dispute bet 1 
the management of Bharat 
workman, which was rece 
on 12-12-2008. 


ursuance of Section 17 of the 
1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
blishes the Award (Ref. No. 
Government Industrial Tribunal- 
low as shown in the Annexure in 
veen the employers in relation W 


ived by the Central Government 

[No. L-40012/74/2004-IR (DU)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Dpsk Officer 
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c®mut^do<«m«v»F industrial 

TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOUR <X3^;I^CMMdW 

. k rt&smt ' ^;v - ; tf: ** :< :‘ 

ShriN. ICPurohit,Presiding Officer ^ 

I D. No. 119/2004 * : l 

Ret No, L40012/74/Z004»ffi4^ 

; ■■■” ;; "BET^■■•■■■ 

SteiLaxmi Prasad S/oSh.Par4*sshiSahaniR/o 
Kharbujiah, Post: Rampur B*ah Korn Bear Dntt^Sant 
KabirNagar(U.P;) 

AND • v \" J ”' ' 

I. The Telecom District Manager, 

TelecomDejptt.B$NL, 

Bahraich. 

2. The Chief General Manager, 
Teiecommariteation, East, Luctmow/Thbfcrirtcipal 
General Manager, Pee KayBhSwari, 
LUcknow-226001. 

, AWARD 

S ' 5-12-2i008 J ?t 


. 1- 

29-1(1*2004 the Central Government.in tjt*e hdinitfiy of 
Labour, New Delhi in exe^ise^j^wers^^ 

(d)pfsub section (1) and subaectiopX^^pffaction 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act* 1947 (1$ pi i947)^Ferred 
following industrial dispute .between Sfrri Laxmi Prasad 

Koni Bazar, Dis^^^^^jS^iu^^i^^Jelecom 
DistrjctManager, Telecpin Deptt BSWU Bahraich and the 
Chief General Manager, Teleeominimicatioh, East, 
Lucknow/The Prinjdpal General Manpge^: Pee Kay 
Bhawan,Xucknow for adjudication: “ . ’ 

The refiaenc^nderaidyudicationiste under; 

“Whether the action of the pMJ^emept^jjSNL, 
Behraich in termjnatmg.Sh. Laxmi,Daily 
Wagervf.eX 31-7-2001 is legal andjust^ed? If not, 
to what releif the workman is entitled?” , , 

2. The Case of the workmim iV short is that the 
Workman was engaged by the management of BSNL, in 
August, 1998 as a daily wages casual fdObtfitr (Cftass IV 
post) in serious exigency ofdepartmental vioric arid since 
then he was working on the said post arid ha# Worked for 
more than 240 djtys.in the preceding year. The workman 
has alleged that Die management of the BSJsT has orally 
terminated its services w.c.f. ii-T^QOl 'wifooiit any vafe * 
reason is absolutely illegal,' ai^wa^^nsa 1 ^ - ^' ““ 


discriminatory manner without affording any opportunity 
of hearing, the workman has fiiilher^atedthat ih absence 


cf regular 



heftasttk been given tempo r ary status evert afterbeing 
recdbrmeoded for the same, whereas theDepartment has 
grafted temporary sfotfii and consemi^ntlal benefits to 



DistridtManager, Bahrafch Ute Workman has also alleged 
(Mr the managdrienf b^BShfL 1& violated various 
pro^M^^ffhe IridlBtrial ^D%Wites 1947le ^eetkm 
25W!& liiqiitfy ^ him dr 

service of any charg&foifcCb weli as fijrno^pBythentof 
any ribtide^ay or tetre i KhrtJ c nt compensation; Sectioft 
25 G tot retaining arid continuing juniors in service £rid 
Section 25H for engaghigTieW persdniwfthmrt aftbrtfbig 
any opportunity fo foe WdHtfoirtfor bifotoyh^^lhiis, 
the workman has pj$ye<t fo# t^emepegwpent ofBSjNL be 
directed to consider the case ,of the wprkmaiMp tekehjro 
back in service with hack wages, to provide the workman 
/ temporary, status wife consequential benefits and to 
pflykto bomO;. 2 


submitted (hat it never "engaged foe workman in any 
cap^cjtym^dte Apj^ Wg or subsequently, hence, 
dSmkarlte.'hp' question ofhaying completed 240 days of 
service or alleged oral terminajjonor qf violation of any of 
the prpvi^iohs 'of die Industnii Disputes Act, 1^47 st all, 
the managemieiif tus mentioned that it bias Service Ryles 
and] FLeCruitment kules and all appointments are made 
stojctly in accordance with those Rules aridfoe workman is 
liable to put stnet proof in support of his claim i. e. to 
wbihlflus appoinhnent fetter, drafts ofpayments arid other 

fafois|eggrd 

. bah on engagement of Ldhbprefs/lDaily 

Wagers ft foe Department w.e.f .l24S-l998. Die management 
of B$NL hbs' Subih^ed fo*t ekrlierfoe Casual Labourers 
wbfe einghgdd' cfrfohst#tiiWI, te tbttsequeintbbaif bn 
engagement of Casual Labourers/ Daily Wagers w.ef June, 
1^98 no .fresh Jvte 9P roll 

mi ako, ; theifjho.Href^ wh 
roll and wese r coyqreid un( 


because he was never, engaged. by fo* m»nag<gnent in 



and W? v f5d since h* w.a* never engaged or 
appopded ip the.mam^e^ of ^§NL in any wghitiy. . t 

r 4. The Workmarr lmS : ftlfed r tejoinder - whrth jt fs 


’tfib staidmeht of claifo afttf hii ^ftot Introduced ariy 
ribiWfact ’’ \ ' '• v! ’ 
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5. The worker has filed photocopies of certain 
documents, less any appointment order, with his statement 
of claim, in support of his case whereas the management 
has not filed any documents with its written statement, 
although it has disputed the authenticity of the photo copy 
of the documents filed by the workman. The workman did 
not adduced any evidence in support of his case inspite of 
several opportunities, consequently, the case was 
proceeded ex-party against him and the management was 
directed to file its evidence, the management in compliance 
filed affidavit of Shri Ram Charan, Divisional Engineer (HQ) 
in support of their case. Since the workman did not turn up 
to cross-examine the management’s witness, the case was 
fixed for arguments. The management filed its written 
arguments whereas the workman once again did not turn 
up either for oral arguments or for filing written arguments, 
hence after allowing ample opportunity to the workman for 
arguments the case was reserved for award. 

6. Heard the arguments of the representative of the 
management and perused evidence on record. 

7. The workman Shri Laxmi Prasad neither examined 
himself as witness nor produced any documentary and 
oral evidence in support of his claim. Whereas, the 
management has submitted affidavit of Sri Ram Charan, 
Divisional Engineer, Office of Telecom District Manager, 
Bahraich as witness in support of its contentions in the 
written statement. Sri Ram Charan has stated that no post 
or vacancy of class IV was available in the department. No 
such vacancy was notified either in the newspaper or notice 
board and no appointment procedure was ever held. The 
workman was neither appointed on class IV post nor was 
engaged as daily wager in 1998 as claimed by him and no 
order was passed for appointment of the workman by the 
competent authority of the department. No employer 
employee relationship existed between the employer and 
the workman. He has also stated that Sub Divisional Officer 
was not competent to engage any daily wager. He has 
alleged that the entire claim of the workman is fabricated 
and concocted. Inspite of opportunity provided, the 
workman, did not availed the opportunity to cross-examine 
the above witness. 

8. It is well settled that if a party challenges the legality 
of order the burden lies upon him to prove illegality of the 
order and if no evidence is produced the party invoking 
jurisdiction of the court must fail. In the present case burden 
was on the workman to set out the grounds to challenge 
the validity of the termination order and to prove the 
termination orer was illegal; but the workman did not appear 
for evidence nor produced any other documentary 
evidence with the result that there is no material in rebuttal 
of the management evidence. It was the case of the workman 
that he had worked for more than 240 days in the year 
concerned. This claim has been denied by the management 
therefore, it was for the workman to lead evidence to show 
that he had in fact worked upto 240 days in the year 


preceding his alleged ti smination. In (2002) 3 SCC 25 Range 
Forest Officer vs $. T. Hadimani the Hon'ble Apex court 
has observed as under; 

“It was the case of the claimant that he had so worked 
but this claim was denied by the appellent. ItVas 
then for the cla mant to lead evidence to show that 
he had in fact worked for 240 days in the year 
preceding his t animation. Filing of an affidavit is 
only his own satement in his favour and that can 
not be regarded as sufficient evidence for any court 
or tribunal to co me to the conclusion that a workman 
had, in fact, wor ced for240 days or order or record of 
appointment oi ■ engagement for that period was 
produced by the workman. On this ground alone, 
the award is Hal >le to be set aside.” 

9. Analyzing it» earlier decisions on the aforesaid 
point Hon’ble Apex c< >urt has observed in 2006 (108) FLR 
213 R. M. Yellatti and Asstt. Executive Engineer as follow; 

“It is clear that the provisions of the Evidence 
Act in terms do not apply to the proceedings under 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. However, 
applying general principles and on reading the 
aforestated judgements we find that this Court has 
repatedly taken the view that the burden of proof is 
on the claimant :o show that he had worked 240 days 
in a given year. This burden is discharged only upon 
the workman stepping in the witness box. This 
burden is discharged upon the workman adducing 
cogent evidence, both oral and documentary. In 
cases of termina tion of servies of daily wages earner, 
there will be no letter of appointment or temination. 
There will also be no receipt or proof of payment. 
Thus most case s, the workman (claimant) can ony 
call upon the er iployer to produce before the Court 
the nominal mus ter roll for the given period, the letter 
of appointment or termination, if any, the wage 
register, the at;endance register etc. Drawing of 
adverse inferenc e ultimately would depend thereafter 
oh facts of each case. The above decisions however 
make it clear t lat mere affidavits or self serving 
statements mad t by the claimant/workman will not 
suffice in die ma her of discharge of the burden placed 
by law on the w arkman to prove that he had worked 
for 240 days in i given year. The above judgements 
further lay dowi i that mere non production of muster 
.rolls per se without any plea of suppression by the 
claimant workman will not be the ground for the 
Tribunal to draw an adverse inference against the 
management. 

10. In the present case the workman has even not 
stated on oath that lie had worked for 240 days. No. 
documents in support of the said plea has been produced. 
Merely pleading in h ;r statement of claim are no proof. 
Initial burden of estal fishing the fact of continuous work 
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workman temporary status with consequential benefits and 
to provide bonus. 

3. The management of the BSNL, in its written 
statement, has disputed the claim of the workman and has 
submitted that it never engaged the workman in any 
capacity in the year August 1998 or subsequently, hence, 
there arise no question of having completed 240 days of 
service or alleged oral termination or of violation of any 
of the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 at 
all. The management has mentioned that it has Service 
Rules and Recruitment Rules and all appointments are 
made strictly in accordance with those Rules and the 
workman is liable to put strict proof in support of his 
claim i. e. to submit his appointment letter, details of 
payments and other relevant documents in support of his 
claim. In this regard the management has pointed out that 
there was a complete ban on engagement of fresh Casual 
Labourers/ Daily Wagers in the Department w.e.f 
12-6-1998. The management of BSNL has submitted that 
earlier the Casual Labours were engaged on muster roll, 
but consequent to ban on engagement of Casual Labours/ 
Daily Wagers w.e.f June, 1998 no fresh labour has been 
engaged on muster roll and also, the labourers who were 
earlier working on muster roll and were covered under 
grant of temporary status and regularization scheme have 
been granted temporary status. The case of the workman 
does not fall within that category because she was never 
engaged by the management in any capacity altogether. 
Thus, the management has prayed that the claim of the 
workman be rejected being incorrect and misconceived 
since he was never engaged or appointed in the 
management of BSNL in any capacity. 

4. The workman has filed rejoined whereby it has 
only reiterated her averments in the statement of claim and 
has not introduced any new fact. 

5. The worker has filed photocopies of certain 
documents, less any appointment order, with his statement 
of claiih, in support of his case whereas the management 
has not filed any documents with its written statement, 
although it has disputed the authenticity of the photo copy 
pf the documents filed by the workman. The workman did 
not adduced any evidence in support of his case inspite of 
several opportunities, consequently, the case was 
proceeded ex-party against him and the management was 
directed to file its evidence. The management in compliance 
filed affidavit of Shri Ram Charan, Divisional Engineer (HQ) 
in support of their case. Since the workman did not turn up 
to cross-examine the management's witness, the case was 
fixed for arguments. The management filed its written 
arguments whereas the workman once again did not turn 
up either for oral arguments or for filing written arguments, 
hence after allowing ample opportunity to the workman for 
arguments the case was reserved for award. 

6. Heard the arguments of the management and 
perused evidence on record. 
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10 of the Industrial Disputes Act However, applying 
general principles and on reading the aforestated 
judgements we find that this Court has repeatedly 
taken the view that the burden of proof is on das 
claimant to show that he kad Worked 240 days ina 
given year. This burden is discharged only tiponthe 
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evidence, both oral and documentary. In cases of 
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the attendance register etc?. 1 Drawing bf adverse 
inference ultimately Would depend theteafteron facts 
of each base. Theabove dtefeiohs however make it 
clear that mere affidavits dr Seflf servihg statements 
raadebytbeelaiinanVwoii^a^ 
matter of dischargeof the burden placed Jby law on 
the workman to prove that be had worked for ,240 
days in a given year. The ahtve judgements further 
lay down that mere non production of muster,rods 
per se without any plea, of suppression by the 
claimant worienmn will not be the ground tor the 
Tribunal to draw an adverse inference 'against the 
management” >. 

10. In the present case the workman has even not 
stated on oath that she had worked tor 240 days. No 
documents in support of the saidplea fc^as been produced. 
Merely pleading in her statement of claim are no proof. 
Initial burden of establishing the fact of continuous work 
for 240 days in a year was on the workman but shebas 
Tailed to discharge the above burden, therefore, in view of 
the aforesaid lqg&l position tee.isj^o material for recording 
findings that the workman had wbrkecLmore than 240 days 
in die preceding year and the alleged unjust or illegal order 
of termination was passed by the management. 

11. Accordingly, the dispute referred by the Govt, 

of India catinotbe answered ui favour of die workman 
Smt. Pretnlata and he would not be entitled to any 
relief. ,..r ; . 

i; . 12. Award asaboye^- 

Lucknow N K. PCJROlriT, Presiding Officer 
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Order No. L-40012/31 
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Today was last opportunity granted to the workman 
for filing his affidavit for filing rejoinder and affidavit. 
However, the workman is not attending the court for the 
last so many dates of hearing. It appears that the workman 
is not interested in the outcome of this reference anymore. 
Under these circumstances there is no option but to pass a 
no dispute award in this case. I order accordingly and no 
dispute award is passed in this case. File be consigned to 
record room. 

SATNAM SINGH, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 2-12-08 

12 2008 

^T.3tT. 21.— 3t l sMi | <fr ftW arfafwi, 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 12th December, 2008 

S.O. 21.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 146/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Central Public Works Department, and their workman, 
received by the Central Government on 12-12-2008. 

[No. L-42012/316/2003-IR (CM-II)] 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO. II, 
RAJENDRA BHAWAN, 

RAJENDRA PLACE, NEW DLEHI 

I. D. No. 146/04 Dated: 2-12-2008 

In the matter of dispute between : 

Sh. Kashi Ram, 

S/o Sh. Prem Chand, 

Through the All India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari 
Sangathan, 

4827 BatbirNagar Extension, 

GaliNo. 13, Shahadara, 

Delhi-110032 

Workman 


Versus 

The Executive Engineer, 

Central Public Works D epartment. 

Air-conditioning Divisi )n-2, 

Vidyut Bhawan, New D clhi. 

Management 

AWARD 

The Central Government Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-42012/3 K/2003-IR (CM-II) dated 20-8-2004 
has referred the followir g industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 

“Whether the contract between the management of 
CPWD and their contractor is sham and whether the 
demand of All ] ndia CPWD (MRM) Karamchari 
Sangathan for rej ’ularization of the services of Shri ' 
Kashi Ram S/o S iri Prem Chand, A.C. Operator in 
the organization of CPWD is legal and justified? If 
yes, to what relief he is entitled?” 

Today was last o jportunity granted to the workman 
for filing his affidavit for filing rejoinder and affidavit. 
However, the workman is not attending the court for the 
last so many dates of hearing. It appears that the workman 
is not interested in the outcome of this reference anymore. 
Under these circumstances there is no option but to pass a 
no dispute award in th s case. I order accordingly and no 
dispute award is passed in this case. File be consigned to 
record room. 

SATNAM SINGH, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 2-12-2008 

12f5RR*n;, 2008 

^T.3ir. 22.-3 y-fw STfafSRRT, 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 12th December, 2008 

S.O. 22.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby pub ishes the Award (Ref No. 144/2004) 
of the Central Goverra nent Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. 2, New De! hi as shown in the Annexure in the 
"Industrial Dispute be ween the management of Central 
Public Works Departn lent, and their workman, received by 
the Central Govemmei it on 12-12-2008. 

[No. L-42012/315/2003-IR (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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The Executive Engineer, 
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Vidyut Bhawan, New Ddhi. 

Management 


AWARD 

The Central Government Ministry of Labour vide 
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has leftMed the following iadusUMdupotetoidus Tribunal 
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S.O. 23.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Apt,; W1<{!4 «y 947^ thfrCentral 
Gwemmert hereby pub^w^theAwatd’{Re£Na 22/2003> 
of the Industrial Tribunal,, Pprt, Blair as shPWO «the 
Annexure i* tAe^edustf M 
management of Jam^v^odfy* Vidyalay^ snd thsir 
workman, received by the Central Government on 
12-12-2008. 

[No. L426*2/197ra00MR<C?*II)] 
1 Af AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 



IN THE CXXJRT OF THE PRESDWG OFFICER 
v ' : f 1 ' : ' ;r ANDAMAN AND POCOftAR'Ifl^Al'tDS ' ■”■ 

,-n : ' ; : .. . \ SB* )i d L. *•»' ' h 

PfteMrt Mfr©Um#aiM,Pre*^^ 

•)(’ c^PorrBttr. - - -n.m-i .ni.-inr? : 

LD. Case No. 22 of2003 

$hriPttrieep:Lakra,WG«iemen ..;Pir*t Party 

; : •• •‘T-jt <u f. u*, :n ■ ’ • 

•V ! :■> n-d ?■¥«•»0 d is..-:-* •••;;■ 


yes, to what refiefheis entitled?** 

Today was last opporUmity granted totheworkman 
for filing hi* affidavit forfilingrejoinder «d. affidavit 
However, the workman is not attending the court for the 
last so many dates of hearing. It appears that the workman 
is not interested m the outcome of this reference anymore. 
Under these circumstances there is no option but to pass a 
no dispute award in this case. Toiler accordingly and no 
dispute award 13 passed in this case. File be consigned to 
recordroom. . 

SATNAMSINGH, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 2-12-2008. 

12lfc*M>2O08 

W5T.3ff. 23.—1947 (1947 
14) aft W .17 ^ «T3^N ^*1 wm. xraf mm. 


The Principal, 

JawaharNavodeyaVidyalaya, ? 

Papchawatt Rangat, . 

Middle Andamait ; . v Se^sond,party 

. ..•■Misv.V .* -i . • 

Date offl^eUverypf Judgement: u 


Monday, die 18th day of August, 2008 


The instant case is a reference under Secfibh ! of 
Section 10 r.w. (5) of Section 12 apd sub- 3 ectioh (2-A) of 
Section 10 of die Industrial Dilute Act, 1947 madl to this 
titdss&ial Tribunalby fi« order ofDe^ Officer, GoVen^hent 
of India, Ministry of Labour by his order dated 11 -3-2&03 
for' ite adjiiidicatiPn presumably due to th‘^ rt^h of 
existence of IndUstrialT^spute between die parties and so 
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the reference is to be adjudicated on the following under the Second Part/institution and for that reason he 

point:— is supposed to be protracted under the Industrial 

Dispute Act. 

1. Whether the action of the Management of Jawahar 

Navodaya Vidyalaya, Panchawati, Middle The rule is as such that in such a case or even in 

Andaman in refusing employment of First Party, otherwise situation no \ workman, employed in any industry, 

Pradeep Lakra is legal and justify? If not, to what remaining in continuous service for not less than one year 

other relief he is entitled too? under the employer, shall be retrenched until service of 

one month notice in writing indicating the reasons thereof 
DECISION WITH REASONS and so on and so forth. 3ut I find from the record that there 

is no such proof of compliance under section 25F of the 
The representative of the First Party in the tune of Industrial Dispute Act] 
his submission of demand submitted that the First Party 


Pradeep Lakra was engaged in the employment under 
Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya as a labour on 10-10-97 and 
worked there till 31 -3-2000 in lieu of the salary paid by the 
Second Party, Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya. 

It is contended that the First party was disengaged 
w.e.f. 1-4-2000, which is illegal since the first party has 
completed 240 days work and even without notice under 


Therefore, I hold and conclude that the action of the 
Management of Jawahir Navodaya Vidalaya, Panchwati, 
Rangat, Middle Andaman in refusing employment to the 
First Party Pradeep Lakm is illegal and unjustified, specially 
for non compliance of the provision of rule and so there 
must be order of reinstatement in the form of award to be 
passed in this case. 


Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, the First Party The point at issiie is thus disposed of. 

was terminated. 


It is pertinent to mention that although the Second 
Party i.e. Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya had the opportunity 
to contest the case, but save and except tendering one 
statement on their behalf under signature of the Principal 
of that institution, there is no more participation till final 
hearing of the case. 

However, on the face of the materials on record and 
due to making reference by the Desk Officer of the Ministry 
of Labour it can be presumed that for determination of the 
point at issue by the competent authority the said reference 
was held. 

Now, from the muster roll of the mazdoor maintained 
by the Second Party, Jawahar Navodaya Vidalaya, I find 
that the First Party had put and continued his attendance 
since October, 1997 till November, 1998 and necessary 
payment of the remuneration/salary was also paid month 
by month during that period to the First Party like other 
mazdoor. 

Therefore taking into consideration that the Second 
Party had allowed the case to be heard and disposed of 
ex-parte and considering, appearance of the Second Party 
in the proceeding and its disappearance thereafter and 
specifically considering the copies of the muster roll, 
which has been produced by the First Party (which 
obviously would not have been controverted by any 
concerned staff of the Second Party), I have no hesitation 
to hold that the First Party had completed 240 days work 


Hence, it is, 

AWARDED 

That the action of the Management of Jawahar 
Navodaya Vidalaya, Panchwati, Rangat, Middle Andaman 
in refusing employment of Shri Pradeep Lakra from his 
service in liue of daily wage is neither legal nor justified, 
and, the First Party is 1 ereby entitled to be reinstated into 
service on daily wage basis like before under Jawahar 
Navodaya Vidyalaya till his termination only as per the 
rule of law, and subjec t to further benefit of emoluments/ 
payments as to be fixed time to time by the Administration 
of the Vidayalaya anc this award shall take immediate 
effect, however, by making it clear that the period of 
disengagement of the First Party be taken notionally as 
the period of his employment for continuity in service, 
however without any back wages or monetary benefits, 
since the dispute was pending for adjudication by this 
Labour Court. 

Let this award fce forwarded to the Desk Officer, 
Government of India, V inistry of Labour, New Delhi, since 
the dispute has been disposed of by his reference dated 
11-3-2003 vide No. L-42012/197/2002-IR(CM-II) by 
supplying also a copy o fthis award to the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner, (Central Port Blair) for their information and 
due publication in the official gazette and for necessary 
other further action. 

MIF L DARA SHEKO, Presiding Officer 








4972 GI/2000—6 


^ ^ ^ 12 - 12 - 2008 ^ una $mm . 

[U T?^22012/150a005-3nC 3fR(#?MI)] 

am ^prc 

"New Delhi, the 12th December, 2008 

S.0.24.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
34/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunai- 
cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial. Dispute between the |he management of 
M/s. Western Coalfields Limited, and their workman, 
received by the Central Government on 12-12-2008. 

[No. L-22012/150/2005-IR (CB1H)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGE/34/07 date: 2-12-2008 

Petitioner/Party No. 1 1 
The General Secretary, 

Lalzanda Coal Mines Mazdoor Union, Coal Estate, 

Civil Lines, Nagpur-440001. 
on behalf ofSmt. Chhabutai fehokre. 

Ventes •- ■ 

Respondent/Party No. 2: 

The Chairman and Managing Director, 

M/s. WCL, Coal Estate, Civil Lines, 

Nagpur-440001, 

.. AWARD 

(Dated: 2nd December, 2O08)r 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of dispute between the General Secretary, 
Lalzanda Coal Mines Mazdoor Union, Coal Estate, Civil 
Lines, Nagpur on behalf of Smt. Chhabutai Bhbkre (Party 
No. 1) arid the Chairman and Managing Director, M/s. 
WCL, Coal Estate, Civil Lines,Nagpur (Party No. 2>rcferred 
the sane for adjudication to this Tribunal vwfe its tetter. No. 
L-22012/150/^005-IR(CM-II) dated29-5-2007 under clause 
(d) of sub-section (l) and sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the following 
schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of M/s 
Western Coalfields Limited; Nagpur Area in placing the 


counsel Tor Respondent was present The Petitioner is not 
attending the caste' since last one year. She has also not 
even riled a statement of claim. I do nbt think it proper to 
continue St on the same Stage years together. It seems that 
the Petitioner is not interested in prbsecteir® toe case. In the 
circumstances, no purpose will be served in continuing die 
case, hCilce it dismissed for toe default oftoe Petitioner and 
pass toe negative award that he is not entitled for any relief. 

• Date:2-12-2008 ' 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer. 
121^^,2008 

• W.OT. 25.—aftatfw 1947 (1947 

14) TOl7 ^ ^ 

TJ&. ^ WRfa faritel+T ^ #4, 

^ *k4>h slNhfw 

(wf 32/2007) ^ 

i, ^ TftTO ^12-12-2008 OTfl £3# m 
[U ^22012/151/2005-3^ 3*TC(#PHI)] 

sm rite, atffewrri 

. New Delhi, toe 12th December, 2008 

S.O. 25.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947); toe Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
32/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
*» cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown jn the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of M/s. 
Western Coalfields Limited, andTheir workman, received 
by toe Central Government on 12«d2-2008. 

[No. Lr22012/151/20G5-1R (CM-I1)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
> - ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A N. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/32/07 Date: 2-12-2008 

- Petitioner/Party No, 1: 

The General Secretary, 

Lalzanda Coal Mines Mazdoor Union; Coial Estate, 

Civil Lines, Nagpur-440001. 
on behalf of SHri Shakil Ahmed Sheik 

, Versus 

Respondeitt/PartyNo.2: 

The Chairman and Managing Director, 

M/s.Western Coalfields Limited, 

Nagpur-440001. 


[mnn —3(ii)3 _ 3>r : * 4 *$ 

^fc^,T2 r fa?reT, 2008 

W.w. 24.—faTO 1947 (1947 

U) m 17 ^ 'WKK 

^terror, litW (34/2007) xtUftlu 


3, 2009/^ 13, 1930 ' , 41 

dependent of the deceased workman namely Smt. 
Chhabutai Bhokre initially on training for a period of two 
years on a fixed stipend is legal and justified? If not, to 
wha! relief is she entitled?” : - 

3 . The reference came or hearing on 24-11-2008 op 

which th6 Petitioner and his Counsel were absent. The 
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AWARD 

(Dated: 2nd December, 2008) 


which was receiveq 
10-12-2008. 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)J 


by the Central Government on 


1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of dispute between the General Secretary, 
Lalzanda Coal Mines Mazdoor Union, Coal Estate, Civil 
Lines, Nagpur on behalf of Shfi Shakil Ahmed Sheikh (Party 
No. 1) and the Chairman and Managing Director, 
M/s. Western Coalfield Limited, Coal Estate, Civil Lines! 
Nagpur (Party No. 2) referred the same for adjudication to 
this Tribunal vide its letter No. L-22012/151/2005-IR(CM- 
II) dated 29-5-2007 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 

1947 (14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2. Whether the action of the management of 
M/s Western coalfields Limited, Nagpur Area in placing 
the dependent of the deceased workman namely Shri Shakil 
Ahmed Sheikh initially on training for a period of two 
years on a fixed stipend is legal and justified? If not, to 
what relief is the entitled? 

3. The reference came up for hearing on 24-11-2008 
on which the Petitioner and his Counsel were absent. The 
counsel for Respondent was present. The Petitioner is not 
attending the case since last one year, except on one 
hearing 6-5-2008. He has also not even filed a statement of 
claim. I do not think it proper to continue it on the same 
stage years together. It seems that the Petitioner is not 
interested in prosecuting the case. In the circumstances, 
no purpose will be served in continuing the case, hence it 
dismissed for the default of the Petitioner and pass the 
negative award that he is not entitled for any relief. 

Date: 2-12-2008 


A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
Rcrft, 15 2008 

W.3TT. 26.—sfteftfw pRTK 3TfaftRRT, 1947 (1947 

14) *1KT 17 ^ 3 FpRtr[ TR'4>R HfaT RTlfH 

TePT ^ ^ ■pRJpjRTf - 3 -^ qp 

(TT^fTRsZfT 1/2004) 

^ HRrft t, -sfl TRebK ^4 10-12-2008 ^4 . 

STRT §3TT HTI 


[Tf. ^-29012/23/2003-31^ 37R(tni)] 
HTReT 3lftRRRi 

New Delhi, the 15th December, 2008 

S-O. 26.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
1/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Jodhpur now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industi::.' Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the manage: ten: of Meena Lime Stone and their workman, 






KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

a^afsr 


rqqi^(^t^) 1/2004 

3^7, m (*UnW^ ) ^ 

1. 3RRRF 4Rl cT^Tf^T^n 




3Rpfrf tIRT 10 3ftej)P|ch few** 37 PtPrRT, 
1947 

1 


(1) TTTHf 3T(tTftT«n 

(2) 3T7l4f ^ 




1. NKrt ^K=hl< 

29012/23/2003 [3?t£ 

fWT RRT 

^37 ^NKrtq ^4 fMn 


3?ftR^n SbHW) Tt^T. 
^0?7)] fairer 4-9-2003 ^ 
3i14iPi‘*> 37fRpRR?, 1947 

f ls- 


J0 


“^T 7RRRR TfNt 

(7R.) ^ 

qoPrfl qFT4T 3[4c 


'HT7T- 


19 


2. 4 W 

3JT«ff 3T37T4f 37#T 

^4 19 — 4 — 

SRT 7l4f qf4 tmT faPHt 
377l4T ^ 3 t4Tt RRMR 
f^RTT, ^d^Pkl ^ Tj4 W 
Htff f^HT 
cfR^cSdi 
Hi 3MgffmgTH~3~ 4>l4fd 




RH3 tr' 37Mfrrfr 
ITRRpff WRIT Wf 
4{Wiuil 3Tcf: 

%qr tin^R 3IT«ff ^4 
H '3%TTfw M 


3TS7T«fF 


3lt "<2'3|f4>¥iU '3R. I 
^ 9lt ^t.37R.^FS | 

3 mi 

23-09-2008 


tl?. tWTTST 

^RT 4) HtHRW ^ 

HTl ftRTlHT 19-4-1998 3 ^ ^ 

^ t HR c# tRTT 

W 3Tffi^Rt f ?" 


-WfR 3TI?m t f% 

^ W *R 5-7-1988 
98 RFTTrTR TFT, 377141 
^ wi Rtt, 7i4f 

240 W 3 srffcRR ttrh w4 
^4 4trt ^ ■gspun 

Hft Hf rf«7T i^igfw ^ tj4 
% Hi4f ^ ^Trr 3ifwr 3TR 
^1 3T57 T«tF ^RT WT 25 

37fRlWT, • 1947 ^ 
M, W«7f ^I^PW ^ 3TR cT^ 
19-4-98^373^1^431^ 
Stel pRRRrlT 4 4 tr ttRtt 
37^7ifRT%Hr^r4i 


iff 

«rrq 






[RPTI I-T3PS3(ii)] HRO UT 

3 . arm# ufr aifr 3 ur ug to u mi 

unff ^#br ^ ^ tit ^ ftn* lf 

■#f ^i snip# ugf *n$*r turun^gfar i, ■#&*!*? 
T0FR U?T !%5 3TT^T ftdfc 9-10-1991 ^«PW H4*MaiN 
ftRm# *fl*W m 4<H M* 22-4-924* f3n 
3Tcf: ^ ^R£# utff it TOR# «fti ^ up# 3 

3TOP# •ff W FT # TOf 1# utff ftrttit 1W& 3RT 240 fa 
dMftfK USPf 4R* «FT Wf *RRT #, 441 UP# 4# 4lfe(T, utfZR 
^?r 4 'gamrci'^uR , SR 5 r '34 ft ut# ^cTT^rr qRvjw-ij# 
oR| *# Um34FT4tff 1*311 3Rf: 3lUPff^#iU W 25-^9? U4 
^ fans atf*#m wu* aPRiwar 

4gf agdW ^5t ^TT 3Crf^n# "5^ 

UP# 4JT Rfa-Usf *1*94 <aiR'4 14591 ^1 

■qm-u* it writ # up# # wu 4>r t^SF* 
fan fa u* amp# uftfsp# srcrfro 4* u$iaffupffuflaift 
3 aftuuroT %o ujt wr-uumga foui rut famR up# 


3, 2009/fa 13, 1930 43 

(19-4-97 3 19-4-98 ) 3 UP# % 240 fa 31UR# *fr adtfa 
4H# 1*91 (2006(3) V&m*- 32071 tifaUrtt **43 
9 * 99 * fas 4*4#fau art* utw-uu * awwr ara 9*f 
9mr#9 w u^F lif 9# t i it arara? * 9*f ^i^urn 
urut# #i wit f^rqft^r amp# 9# aifc.3 guarr 
999#, 1994 * 9R9#,1999 WG 9* U*# ufiptfcPTI 
arfaro, ^*T3C srt 4m u^hi *4tyj& 99 +w(<H4 an^r 
fa#TT 6-11-04 ^ 9-2-99, Hl#¥l #9 3# 4# U^ul*# 

#* 19 * -nSianiP# sri iwga gum ifan * arcrfam * 
up# * 9R# l^rcif 9* to # 9aii *9Pjftw 9* 
l^fajr 19-4-1998 # * 99? 9# # 1*# 91# T R ’fRTR 

jfax 19-4-1997 # 19-4-1998 # UP# 99 919 9* lH # 
^%wff * 3*3*3. 

3imr ^PT?ir «TT'^ff^F#*f ^i^n 5 ! t^ree^ srfo, 

1997 ^ 3frifer, 1998 U^rf ^-73 3H*ff ^1 ’*H M aff^cl 

lit ti m«ff ^fera, ^rwp? jqwm ^ -Rpft ^r 


"5RI 4ft TTifl 

5. ^Nf ^raf ^ ’sifafatftop? ^ ^ "nf i wrot ^t 

3<qcil«»>i n^MI wm 

6. UPff ^ 3rq41 W& $ 4JBT f ft? I^PW 

amraf itwh ^ ^i£r ^ ^ tR 5-7-1988 ^ ^ twr 
19-4-98 m Wtm ^FFf 1^41, '3# cRirait 240 ^rl ^ 
3if«RT wm m 4n4 j^n ^ 4 

ganarafi ^ ^rg^r «r f^r ?i«r ^ "ff ^ 

^ftwT ^t^Rt ^ i ^f upff ^ wife ^ 
r^r«w %RI t,#TT w 

■^FT ^FR 4fR ^fr «7T, **<4RTf «Tfl ^ 11 ^ 

Tihr cn^r^ rsrtR t^r^1 1988 it'm 
^sn ^ ^TRT, f 4>I^Rl «H, 'rHt 

W^l ^ ^cn$fc*T 1991 f^RH =41 Vm ^ ^ 

1992 3 ter rim, VI ^ TOf'^-86 ^WIR 
Tfrot 3 ■ftr*!!*? 4*lf ^ t '4f^ ■#f^' 3fRRII, Iffc 
tR 3FJ53 ^H4»T7i J ldH "SITRl «ffl f^nUd 3RRlf 

sfa ^ sftRsmjm %tr i 3R# hfpt ^ ^r TO t % 

3fi«ff, ^3Ti«ff ft?# ^ ^R1^ -H^hpr 
m 3734 3TR.^. 19 31R. 6015 ^ 

4Rg fH ^ 3mr«ff TWRf^f ^*FR 4»*4ipf 

t tRo -of^ farorn ^i ^ 9- 10-91 fst wr 

^f3RW and * f 4 23-4-92 ^ TIRO? fan, 5-7-88 4Jt^R*n*r 

^ 1^ 3147R "aiT ^jpf ^ ■^T «TT 9T# 3RRff 

^FRf ^ ^R3T «0 <fl 19-4-98 ^ ^IT UR 

im\ f^RF ^f W t ;4^I I ^ 

^4^1 ?Rft <P4«< ibftefr?^^ 3R 

ym "dff ^icff f; uw R gRi iflm «ff; 1988 

’Rff «ft, 21-4-92 'Vtftt'Tg 4l ■ ' : 

7. UrftF5'4R^ 4iT *TR UI«T( *0 fa? UT«ff 

^ ^ 19-4-1998 ^ 


(l^T. T^T.) 1062 4 2006( 1) 442 4 

(df®i<i tor uut ^ far wr ^ 4>i 4 ^ fas ^ - 

ftFt UR# T*1 a* m RW^UU UUfRt #8RlUT R4Rn ^ 
Wi ^ l(t UR TRU 'it fas 4R^ R 3TTOR 

■rht ^r j&m it up# ^ sro^ft 4rt&<*> ~Gm it # 

ftRft U4IR URinNl *RlR URp u# i # 

un# ur tarutf 4R uiui # % # mi 

U# #1^1 19-4-1998 ■# ^ cRTTCR 240 fR 

amp# #un# fipui aitattR aiumf ^ 

URJS URfl#ai ^ Ilf Rt£ #ft» anupff ■R#U*TU 35Rd Uil 

u^r^irar 9 - 10 - 1991 4?t (afdai 

fsmx uTm 9fwRd^ 22-4-92 wz 

t % 3-7-1988 4# 3RUP# ^WT4 Ul# ^3n «ltr ^ 

3?UP# ^R*n*f 5-7-1988 UJt 3ffeR«r # # ^ V *U # UP# U?1 
5-7-1988 ^ 3^UP#■^^^«^ S T ^ ^ UH 

a?Rim u^r upif^ 

f4T#tdT <dijM »W^dl *fldl>ti^ ^W# 1988^^^ 
^3n«m up85ri aropgiwB,^ 240 1r R u»Rf Irs 



S-UUT3MfW 
aifSrftW^ -3^T«PT «lUPff ^RT 

faUFTO#* 

aiftrfwi, 
MfR*l#UT«lf'^l 
^upff -m. 
19-4-98 ^ 

UIU11 

am: 4ft«am # w^dr sm*m lit «ni. 

s^wRjf#^ m*x i^ff up# uui^ rwh 
iwit up# # ^ ttu^ # 
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^ SWi'tal 77T37T TOpT tl 3RT: SET 

stwtain ^ arm et ^ cr«q 41 -fe reit ■airai 
3TT«ff ^ -OTT?ff ^ ^)''4=hl< ^ fnill'll 

fiFf «ni 

9. cfr 3TT«TR ET ^ #TT fiFT W 

■snclT % 3IT«ff 4 TPHlfkl ^f[ 4f Rf ffifa 

19-4-98 4 ^^T^^437ymf^3T#T 240 f^T TrRlcTTC 
^Fk ?JF cT^R fkj fi 4ft ft*#4Rl4f 

W# ^ 3T^R Eft ^fft ^7 37m Eft* t E 3TT«ff 

ftTEIF 3lfafWT ^ 7TO f^RTt SFgtin ^T 37ftpFkt 

10. fr4^MI ^ 3FJ7TR m 

arar£ ^ terms 4 fany+K fkr ^im ti 

3IT4f 3raT?fl ^ 3?4ft ft ft fad 4ftl ft^ #^wt 
3Tcl:ftfiEF 19-4-1998 37^cT7n 37^*7 

tol *THT fift EHT ~3\ EEuTTI Wft ftpftt 3T^cfPt ^T 3(fW(t 

Wf 4ftn 

11. ITT 3TRf^ U^T7HT4 ’TKcT-TR^R ^1 siftd f'TRTT 

^ftl 

12. EF 3TR ftEEE 23-09-2008 ^ Tgft ~4l<4ld4 
ft TJHI4I EETI 

ftlF FT51 , -EFTT^fr?T 

fif fterft, 15ftTE*E,2008 

W.3TT. 27 —sMfw f^ITF 3Tf«tfWT, 1947 (1947 
3ST 14) ERT 17 ^ ft, 77EFK 4 E#fft 

ft^d/fa ^ 3ETO# ft- TTO ftqfaftf 4k -^rft 

ft 4k, 3Epk ft ftfe ftknPr* f^rET 4 ftftkr 
33T9FR 4lftPl<*> 3rfft?EWSW mTIcET ft W 

(Wf WTT 3Tft 4t.-82/2006) ft) y<hlfeld EEdt t, ft 
#ItlM4 10-12-2008 ftt'5ITET’g37T «TH 

[ft. i^T-30012/9/2000-3Tlf 3 TK(ttit)] 
TO ETT3F, 3TkTO# 

New Delhi, the 15th December, 2008 

S.O. 27.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 

I.D. 82/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Emakulam now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of M/s. Cochin Refineries 
Ltd. and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10-12-2008. 

[No. L-30012/9/2000-IR (M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 


IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TR1BUNAL-CUM-LABOUR, COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri P.L. Nor^ert, B.A., LL.B., Presiding Officer 

.(Thursday the 25th da / of September, 2008/3rd Asvina, 
1930) 

1 .1). 82 of 2006 

(I.D. 10/2000 o [Labour Court, Emakulam) 

Union : The General Secretary, 

Cochin Refineries Employees 
Association, 

Ambalamughal. 

By Adv. Sri C.S. Ajith Prakash. 
Management : The General Manager (HRM), 

Cochin Refineries Limited, 
Ambalamughal. 

By Adv. M/s. Menon & Pai. 
This case coming up for final hearing on 23-09-2008, 
this Tribunal on 25-09-2008 passed the following. 

AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section 10(l)(d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act. The reference is: 

“Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. Cochin Refineries Limited in imposing the 
punishment of withholding one increment with 
cumulative effect against Shri P. N. Surendran Nair 
for certain alleged misconduct is legal and justified? 
If not, to what rel ief the workman is entitled?” 

2. The facts of Ihe case in brief are as follows:- 
Sri. P. N. Surendran Nair was the General Secretary of 
Kochi Refineries Employees Association. On the allegation 
that he was a habitual absentee and a late attender a show- 
cause notice was issued to him which was followed by a 
charge sheet. An enquiry was ordered and he was found 
guilty of the charges. A penalty of withholding of one 
increment with cumulative effect was imposed. 

3. According to the workman the enquiry is vitiated 
for violation of principles of natural justice. The charge 
sheet does not contain statement of allegations and the 
charges are vague. Sin :e the workman is a union office 
bearer he is victimised by the management. On the days of 
absence alleged by th; management he was attending 
conciliation and domestic enquiries as defence 
representative. At any rate the punishment imposed is 
disproportionate. 

4. According to the management the enquiry was 
conducted fully complying with principles of natural justice 
and fair play. The workman was absent on several occasions 
and it cannot be viewed lightly by the management. It is 
incorrect to say tha ; the workman was attending 
conciliation meetings on the days of absence mentioned in 
the charge sheet. The office bearers of the union cannot 
conduct union activities: at the cost of the management. It 
is on the basis of the materials on record that the enquiry 
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officer found the workman guilty. The punishment is 
commensurate with the gravity of the misconduct. 

5. The workman had raised a preliminary objection 
regarding validity , of enquiry and by order dated 
08-09-2008 it was found that the enquiry is valid. Therefore 
the remaining points that arise for consideration are:— 

1. Whether the findings are sustainable? 

2. Is the punishment proportionate? 

The evidence consists of the oral testimony of MW J 
and Ext Ml document on the side of the management and 
no evidence on the side of foe union.. 

6 . Point No. li- ^xt M3 is a show- caUsenotice dated 
27-03-96 issued to the workman alleging absenteeism and 
late reporting. The show-cause notice contains details of 
absence. Within a period of 4 months from 01-12-95 to 
19-03-96 be had remained absents times. Out of that for 7 
days’ absence leave was granted. Absence on 17 
occasions were unauthorised. Besides he used to attend > 
the work late. Ta the show-K^use notice the workman had 
sent Ext. M5 reply denying the allegations and contending 
that he was not absent unauthorisedly bid' was attending 
conciliation meetings and domestic enquiries as defence 
representative. Thereafter otf07-O5-96Ext. M4 charge sheet 
was issued to him. Reference is made to the Showcase 
notice in the charge sheet. One of the contentions of the 
Workman is that the charge sheet does not contain a 
statement of allegations, that it is only a reprodbetion of 
the standing orders and the allegations are not specific. 

As mentioned above-Ext. M5 charge sheet refers to the 
show-cause notice which contain details of absence and 
late attendance. Hence there was no reason for the workman 
to get confused regarding the allegations. 

7. Ext Ml is copy of log bookeoncemingthe period 
in question. It reveals that the workman remained absent 
on 17 occasions during the period between 01- 12-95 to 
19-03-96. It also reveals that during working Wourshe iised 
to skip work and was missing from the work spot. MWs. 1 
to 4 examined on the side of the management have 
supported the case of the management. The testimony of 
MWs; 1 to 4 is unchallenged because the workman 
remained absent on most of the days of enquiry. The 

enquiry was first posted on 20-05-96 after giving him notice 
by the Enquiry officer. But it was again postponed with 
notice to the delinquent to the next day on 21-05-96. That 
day the workman remained absent. It was adjourned to 28- 
05-96,03-06-96,06-06-96 and then to 11-06-96- AH except 
on 11-06-96 toe Worker was absent. On 11-06-96 list of 
documents and withnesses Were given tothe workman. He 
was asked by the enquiry Officer regarding the charges 
and he denied the charges. The enquiry was adjourned to 
19-06-96 on which date he remained absent. After 2 postings 
on 04-07-96 the workman apeartd. On that day eopiea^f 
documents were given to him by the management. Again 
the enquiry was adjourned. But he remained absent. On 
18-07-96 he attended the enquiry. On that day MWl Was 
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examined. But the workman did not cross examine him. He 
wanted a co-worker to represent him- 

8 . The enquiry was adjourned to 25-07-96 and then 
to 31-07-96. Thereafter there were several adjustments. 
Meanwhile the workman filed a Writ O.P. before the Hon’ble 
High Court. On that ground he sought adjournment. The 
enquiry was posted finally to 10-09-%. Still be remained 
absent. Therefore the Enquiry Officer proceeded with the 
enquiry exparte and examined MW2. Again the enquiry 
was adjourned to 12-09-96. But the worker was absent. 
Then MW3 was examined. The enquiry was adjourned to 
17-09*96 onwhichday the wprkman was again absent. The 
enquiry was adjourned to 20-09-96. That day also he 
remained absent. MW4 was examined in chief and the 
enquiry was adjourfted to 22-11-96. The worker remained 
absent and the enquiry was .completed pn that day. This 
was the habit of the workman even in the domestic enquiry. 
The enquiry itself was Conducted on toe allegation of 
absenteeism. I have fbund in the preliminary omdef that the 
workman was given suficient opportunity to cross examine 
management witnesses and adduce defence evidence. But 
he was indifferent and callous in defending the charges 
against him. The evidence on the side of the management 
both oral and documentary remain unchallenged. The 
Enquiry Officer therefore found foe workman guilty of the 
charges^ In the absence of any contra evidence no other 
conclusion could-bave been-drawn by the Enquiry Officer. 

I find no reason to interfere with the findings. 

9. Point N*. 2;— The punishment imposed is 
withholding of one.increment with cumulative effect. 
According to the union the punishment is excessive and 
disproportionate on a charge of unauthorised absence. A 
lesser punishment^ warranted in this case. Since die penalty 
imposed is not one falling within S. 11-A of I.D. Act the 
hands of this court are tied except in case ©^violation of 
any provision of law, settlement pr regulations. The 
standing orders f^Cpchm Refineries jJmitpd^Ext. M-XVII) 
binds all workman ofCochin Refineries Liiqited, Clause 29 
of the standing.orders , deals with, misconduct and 30 
punishment for misconduct. The workman is found guilty 
of Clause 29-11 for habitual or excessive, absenteeism or 
late atendance, Clause29-36 for absence from job during 
working hours without permission of supervisor and Clause 
29-53 for acts violative of £ompahy*s Rules and 
Regulations. The punishment provided for misconduct are 

- enumerated in Clause 30-1^) to (e). The disciplinary 
authority has resorted to, clause 30-1(e) to impose the 
punishment of withholding of one increment with 
cumulative effedtTh* provision says that toe company 
may impose any punishment dtems j«t and necessary. 
Apparently there is no infraction of any provision of 
standing orders or any other provision of law in imposing 
the punishment. That a part the penalty of withholding of 
one increment With cumelative effect'fcari neaarfee said to 
be disproportionate hi tfease oThabituat absence on so 
many occasions within a short, span of 4 months and not 
properly attending toduty. Therefore I reframing.from 
interfering with the punishment as well. 
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In the result an award is passed Finding that the 
action of the management in imposing the punishment of 
withholding of one increment with cumulative effect against 
the workman is legal and justified and he is not entitled for 
any relief. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the official gazette. 

Dectated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 25th 
day of September, 2008. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX 

Witness for the Union — Nil 

Witness for the Management 

MW1— 12-11-2007 ShriNeelakantonM.N. 

Exhibit for the Union — Nil 

Exhibit for the Management 

Ml — Enquiry file. 
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New Delhi, the 15th December, 2008 

S.O. 28.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
49(c)/2008) of the Industrial Tribunal Patna now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of LIC of India 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10-12-2008. 

[No. L-17012/10/2008-IR (M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATANA 

Reference Case No. 49(C) of 2008 

Between the Management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna 
and their workman Shri Ranjeet Kumar, represented by 
B.M.S., Patna. 

For the Management : Shri Anil Kr. Verma, 

Representative of LIC. 


For the Workman 


Present 


: Shri Murari Prasad, 
Representative of BMS. 

Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 


Patna, Dated the 21 st October, 2008 


By adjudicatioi 
dated 19-5-2008, the 
New Delhi, under Cl 
section(2A) of Sectio 
1947 (hereinafter calh 
the following dispute 
India Ltd., Patna and 
represented by B.M.j 
Tribunal: 


order No. L-17012/10/2008-IR(M) 
ovt. of India, Ministry of Labour, 
use(d) of sub-section(l) and sub- 
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etween the management of LIC of 
eir workman, Shri Ranjeet Kumar, 
Patna, for adjudication to this 
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VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
15%ftftT,2008 


srfftfrftft, 1947 (1947 
(srjftjft ft, ftTftiR T^ranfftt 


[*■ 


Ale 


New Delhi,] 

S.O. 29.—In 
Industrial Disputes 
Government hereby! 
48(C)/2008)of the In<ji 
in the Annexure in 
employers in relation 
and their workman, 
Government on 10-12-3 


48(ftl)/2008) ^ 
10-12-2008 ^3nftTf3TT *TTI 


ftteTT 


ftcJ-17012/11/2008-3^ smC^ft)] 
the 15 th December, 2008 


pursuance of Section 17 of the 
t, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
lustrial Tribunal-Patna now as shown 
the Industrial Dispute between the 
to the management of LIC of India 
which was received by the Central 
•2008. 

[No.L-17012/11/2008-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFTlCER,INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAMBrtAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 

" PATANA '■ • .... 

Reference Case No. 48(C) of 2008 

Between the Management ofLIC of India Ltd^Patna 
and their workman Shri Surendra Kumar, represented jby 
B.M.S., Patna. * > 

✓ • . .. 

For the Management : Shri Aitil Kumar Verma, 

Representative ofLIC. 

For the Workman Shri Murari Prasad, . 

Representative of BMS. 

Present : VasudeoRam, Presiding 

Officer, Industrial Tribunal, 

■ ' -"Patna. • • 

AWARD ‘ 

Patna, Dated the 21 si October, 2008 

By adjudication order No. L- 1701?/11/20Q8-IR(M) 
dated 19 : 5-2008, the Govt! of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi, under Clause(dj of sub-seCtion(l) and sub¬ 
section (2 A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act 
1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has referred 
the following dispute between the management ofLIC of 
India Ltd., Patna and their workman, Shri Surendra Kumar, 
represented by B.M.S., Patna, for adjudication to this 
Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising the 
services ofDaify Wage Worker Shri Surendra Kumar 
working for a long periodand not giVuig him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified and legal? If 
not, to what relief the worker is emitted toT* 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and riled 
Statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently a 
petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been filed on 
behalf of workman and moved. Under the circumstances I 
presume that now no dispriteextets between the parties and 
hence I hereby pass a.“No dispute Award”. 

3. And that is myAward. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 

M 15 2008 ’ 
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Ne^ Delhi, the 4 5th Dpperaber, 2008 

S.O. 38.—In pursuance of Section \J of'the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), die Central 
Government here by publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
47(Cy2008)of the IridiEtriaiTriburtal, Patnanow as shown 
in the Annexure in die Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of j^lC of India 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10-12-2008. * 

[No. L-17012/12/2008-IR(M)] 

KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

.. ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATANA 

Reference Case No. 47(C) of2008 

Between the Management ofLIC of India Ltd., Patna and 
their workman Shri Raju Kumar Rajak, represented by 
fe.M.S., Patna. 

For the Management : Shri Anil Kr. Verma, •*-«* 
Representative ofLIC. 

For the Workman : Shri Murari Prasad, 

, Representative of BMS. 

Present : VagudeqRam, Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal, Patna. . 

AWARD 

Patna, Dated the 21st October, 2008 

By adjudication order No. Lr17012/12/2008-IR(M) 
dated 19-5-2008,- the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi, under Clause (D) of sub-section(l) and sub¬ 
section^ A) of Section-10 of the Industrial Disputes Act 
1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has referred 
the following dispute between the management of LIC of 
India Ltd., Patna and their workman, ^hri Raju Kumar Rajak, 
represented by B.M.S., Patna, for adjudication to, this 
Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
• India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising the 
services of Daily Wage Worker Shri Raju Kumar 
Rajak, working for a long period and not giving him 
regular status of a permanent worker is justified and 
legal? If not, to what relief the.worker is entitled to?” 

2. Both the parties appeared op notice and filed 
statement of claim and the Written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exist between 
the parties, hence I hereby pass a “No dispute Award”. . 

3. And that is my Award. 

Dictated and corrected by me. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 15th December, 2008 

S.O. 31.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award [Ref. No. 
46(C)/2008] of the Industrial Tribunal, Patna now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of LIC of India 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10-12-2008. 

[No.L-17012/13/2008-IR(M>] 
KAMALBAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 

Reference Case No. 46(C) of2008 

Between the Management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and 
their workman Sri Pravesh Kumar, represented by B.M.S., 
Patna. 

For the Management : Shri Anil Kumar Verma, 
Representative of LIC. 

For the Workman : Shri Murari Prasad, Representative of 
MBS. 

Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 21st October, 2008 

By adjudication order No. L-17012/13/2008-IR(M) 
dated 19-5-2008, to the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi under Clause(d) of Sub-Section(l) and 
Sub-Section(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
LIC of India Ltd., Patna and their workman Shri Pravesh 
Kumar, represented By B. M. S., Patna to this Tribunal for 
adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising the 


services of daily wage Worker Shri Pravesh Kumar 
working for a long period and not giving him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified and legal ? 
If not, to what relief the worker is entitled to ?”. 

2. Both the piirties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim an i the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdr iwal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties, <ind hence I hereby pass a ‘No dispute 
Award’. 

3. And this is my award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
15 2008 
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New Delh i, the 15th December, 2008 

S.O. 32.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
.Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award [Ref. No. 
45(C)/2008] of the Industrial Tribunal, Patna now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of LIC of India 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Govemmenton 10-17-2008. 

[No, L-17012/14/2008-IR (M)] 
KAMALBAKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHF AM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 

Referenc e Case No. 45(C) of2008 

Between the Management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and 
their workman Sri Pr ;m Nath Ram, represented by B.M.S., 
Patna. 

For the Management: Shri Naveen Kumar, Representative 
of LIC. 

For the Workman : S hri Murari Prasad, Representative of 
BMS. 

Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 


WHI III l 
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AWARD AJNNEXURE 


Patna, dated the 20th, Qctober,2008 V; 

By adjudication order No. L-17012/14/2008-lR(M) 
dated 19-5-2008,tothe Govt of India, Ministryof Labour, 
New Delhi under Clause(d) of Sub-Section(l )and.$ub- 
Scction(2A) of ^Section JO pf the Industrial Disputes Act, 
2947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act* for brevity) has referred 
the following dispute between the management ofLIC of 
India Ltd., ~ 


represented By B. M. S., Patna to this Tribunal for 
adjudication to this Tribunal: 


“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising the 
services of daily wage WocioertShri PremNath Ram 


working fora Jong period and bet giving him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified and legal ? 
If not, towtot relief theworker is entitledta?” i 


2. Both the parties,appeared on notice and filed 

a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved,. Under foe 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties, and hence I hereby pass a ‘No dispute 
Award’. * 


3. And this is my award. 

VASUDEO RAM, PresidmgQfficer 


^ 15 2008 
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New Dfclhi, the 15th December, 2008 

S.O.33.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award [Ref. No. 44(C)/2008] of 
the Industrial Tribunal, Patna now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management ofLIC of India 
«d their workman, which was received by the Central 
Govcmmenton 10-12-2008. 

[No. H7012/15/2008-IR(M)] 
KAMALBAKHRU, Desk Officer 


TRIBUNAL, SJRAM BRAMAH BAILEYROAD, 
PATNA 


Reference GaseNo. 44(C) ef200$ 

Between the Management of t|C of India Ltd., Pan# and 
then woikman Sri Arbind Kumar, represented by 
Patna. ■ ' " * ’’ r ' ' 


For the Management: Shri Naveen Kumar, Representative 
ofLIC. 


For the'Workman: Shri Murari Ptasad, 
BMg.' 


Representative of 


Present : Vasudeo Ram, Pmsidm^Officef, *■ 

; f ; " IrtdbstrinlTribimah Patnb. >' r 

AWAJftb 

Patna” dated the 20tii October, 2008 

a^udication order No! L-l 2012/15/2008 -IR(M) 
dated 19-5-2068, die Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi under Clause(d) ofSub-Section( I) and 
Sub-Section(2A) of Section 10 of foe industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
LIC of India Ltd,, Patna and their woikman Shri Arbind 
Kumar, represented By B. M. S., Patna to this Tribunal for 
adjudication to this Tribunal; : - ; ~ * 

“Whether the action of die management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Fatna in not regularising the 
services; of daily wage Worker 5hri : Arbind Kumar 
woijong for a long period and not giving him regular 
status of a permanent Worked is justified and legal ? 
If not, to What relief the worker i$ entitled tp ?”. 

2. $Qfo the parties appeared on AOtice and filed ' 
statement of claim and foe written statement. Subsequently 

a petition for withdrawal of foe reference case has, been 
filed qn behalf of workman ond moved.. Under the 
circumstances, I [presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties, andhence I hereby pass a‘No dispute 
Award’. 

3. And tins is my award. >. 

■ . "VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 15th December, 2008 

S.O. 34.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award [Ref. No. 
32(C)/2008] of the Industrial Tribunal, Patna now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of LIC of India 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10-12-2008. 

[No. L-17012/74/2007-IR (M)] 
KAMALBAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 

Reference Case No. 32(C) of 2008 

Between the Management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and 
their workman Sri Vijay Kumar, represented by 
Patna. 

For the Management: Shri T. T. Mukherjee, Representative 
ofLIC. 

For the Workman : Shri Murari Prasad, Representative of 
BMS. 

Present: Shri Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 17th October, 2008 

By the adjudication order No. L-17012/74/2007-IR(M) 
dated 17-3-2008, the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi under Clause(d) of Sub-Section(l) and Sub- 
Section^ A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has referred 
the following dispute between the management ofLIC of 
India Ltd., Patna and their workman Shri Vijay Kumar, 
represented By B.M.S., Patna to this Tribunal for 
adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising the 
services of Daily wage Worker Shri Vijay Kumar 
working for a long period and not giving him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified and legal ? 
If not, to what relief Shri Vijay Kumar is entitled to ?” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference has been filed 
and moved on behalf of workman through his 
representative. Under the circumstances I presume that 
now no dispute exists between the parties, and hence I 
hereby pass a ‘No Dispute Award’ 

3. And this is my award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 


lSfaWL 2008 

^T.3TT. 35.—1947 (1947 
<£T 14) ^ *m 17 ^ 

chtfc nr f ^ 3 fate 3?l«iiPw firarc *¥ 

TPSm 1/2006) ^ 

W&K ^ 10—12—20^)8 ^ UR 13TT ?TT ! 

[k ii o 12/6/2005 -ani ) ] 

efTRcT arfW4>r(l 

New Delhi, the 15th December, 2008 

S.O. 35. —Ip pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government herej by publishes the Award (Ref. 
I.D. No. 51/2006) qf the Central Government. Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Cclurt, Emakulam now as shown in the 
Annexure in the IndUtrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Airports Authority of 
India and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10-12-2008. 

[No. L-l 1012/6/2005-IR(M)] 
KAMALBAKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRi UL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUN ALrCUIV [-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present : Shri P. L. Norbert, B.A., LL.B., Presiding Officer 

(Thursday, the 28th day of August, 2008/6th 
3hadrapadh, 1930) 

I.D. No. 51/2006 

(I.D.17/2006 oflndustrial Tribunal, Alappuzha) 

Workman : Smt. Margaret Fernandez, 

Kankalil, Nangiarkulangara 
P.O., Alleppy. 

By Adv. Sri. Thomas 
Abraham. 

Management : 1. The Airport Director, 

Trivandrum Airport 
Authority of of India 
(NAD), Trivandrum 
International Airport, 
Trivandrum-695 008. 

2. The Administrator, 

M/s. Ex-servicemens’ 
Welfare Cooperative, 
Society Ltd., No. 780, Office 
of the Registrar of Co¬ 
operative Societies 
(General), Vanchiyoor 
Trivandrum. 

By Adv. Sri. K. L. Narasimhan. 
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This case comingup forbearing on 25-08-2008, this, 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court an‘28*4)8^2008 passed the 
following: -j -■ ^ •« ' ; - 

award 

This Is & reference made under SectionrlO(lXd) of 
Industrial Disputes Act. Tbereferen©* Is 

“Whether the action of tie Director, Airports 
Authority of India, Trivandrum in, non-absorbing/ 
temunatingfoe services of Smt. Margaret Fernandez, 
Contract Labour (Cleaner) is ju$t and lair? If .not, 
what relief the concerned worianan is entitled to ?” 

2. The facts of the case m brief are as follows :— 
According to the worfeer, Smt MargretFemandez, she was 
engaged as Contract Labour (Cfeaher) in International 
Airport, Trivandrum. The 2nd managemttotM/s. Ex* 
servicemens’ Welfare Cooperative SocSfcty, Trivandnim 
was the labour siipply contracts. There was an agreement 
between first management Airport Authority and 2nd 
management Contractor for deployment Of labour for 
sweeping, cleaning and ‘dusting df Hu/ bttiidtegiiHaf the 
first martageiiiefitilrhe cfaiiriimtWoridsda§^teandrfowtt 1 

30- 09-1080 to 'll 99 1. tfhtte ihe wak on duty on 

31- 08-199) She fainted and was hospitalised. The contractor 
granted leave for treatment. She underwent a lohg treatment 
and became fit for joining duty billy by 08-12-1993. Btrtshe 
was denied employment by the firktmaA^titent. She made 
representation’to the first managehientl () Therd was %o’ 
response. Simil^- contract woikett had appfotfchc dfo e 

against termination. 'Meahwhite the Hon*ble Supreme Cbtet 
in Air Ihdia Statutory Corporation case directed 
regularisation of contract labour (cleaners and security* 
guards) by the principal employe* as per judgment datpi 
06 12-1997. All contract’wooers on dirty oh tfte date df 
judgment were regularised in service bj/ the Airport 
Authority. Since the worker was in treatment and whett; 
she recovered and reported for duty she WdsdertiedwOrk 
and was not considered for regularisation. The worker fifed 
O. P. before the Hon’ble High court Claiming regiilarisatfon. 
That O. P. was disposed of with a direction to the f St 
management to consider the representation of the wb rice* 
and to dispose of the representation. Hbw&dr the WSf 
management disposed of the represeritatioo denying 



renting y. r, uic nyu uic jupivmv wm*■■■ uvw.. *y 

of India casje overruled the decision in Air India Statutory, 
Corporation ca$e, but held that contract labourer engaged 
through sham contract are entitled for regularisatfoh. 
However, the claimant was not considered for absorption. 
The denial pf employment* when the porker returned for 
duty whep she as medically fit,, is dlegal. The worker hasj 
every right for absorption like her Counterparts. " ’ ^ 

3. According to the first management there »«o 
existing contract With the 2nd management for providing 
labourer for sweeping, Cleaning anthgardening. The claimant 


is npt wodqngMaeomractWxw^ 

or under 2nd management, There Jj;ipo masjer-flejyjAt 

relatioosh^ibetweenthe clwntent^ndt^^ 

The claimant is pot ^workman as. defined ihmeXA Act, 
Thcre waa a con$f|ct sometimetM, 2^4 
management for pmvi($FH| W#f»w for sw^^^j^m^ , 

purpose* The worker; jp*<l ? ^ u 

management in 1993 seek^g re-jp^menl- The first, 
management is not aware of th* allegedl dfwsapffae woiker 
in 199 L thp first manegement is not 
of worker; or her ^attempt to. ; re^upie 
treatment .Soma pf the contract work^jh^,^^^^ 
theHon’bieHighCportin (XP. fou r 
A fisto£86 workers jireparedby 

tothea.P. Hpwey^tbe name##ai«aaat5p^^re in. 
theiist. While C<m 

in Ah India Stotuimy Corporation casedirected absorption 
of contra# htbopr. ^Thereafter 
re^tlarMed.optrt^ who, were^n..the rolls ^fjhe 

contractor on the, date of judgpient on 06-12-1.997 tf 


ofhy theist rnanagetpent 

was again challenged in Q. P. It w^, deposed QfJ)^ High 
Court in the light of the judgment of Hon’ble .Supreme 
Court in St*e| Authority ofitn^u’’ T> workerhadho <pa?e^ 
in O.Ps. that the contract behyw to and 2nd Management 
is a* sbm, contracts The .worker i? hot entitled for 
reinstatement or regularisation, 

r 4 . Ih the lightdftheabovc cbfttentfons thefollodnng 
pbinteariife forcolwiderdtteii : * 5 > r;.: • - 5 

l 1 the a lravl Tp *h« light 

. of the iudgment in Air India Statutory 
i ,, ^qyppira^Case? , 


"'j" 


2. h the contract sham? 


-M 


, w 3. Is tbe claimant enritlcd for rcinsteteptent and 
.... . .. j*gularisation ? .. v, 9 ,% r . w - r,, : <ri; 1: ’. . 



sweeping ; apd,^n4enipg. According to the claimant she 
was. engaged through 2nd m^gement contractor as 

31^8-199) she suddenly tpojc ii| and washqspttefized. She 

* it ... _... aaiiU Fa** /liifiL/ Anlv An. 



first management But the Tust ntettegement denies that 
she had reported to the first ma|^gement. It is also denied 
that the worker was at any titne engaged by the first 
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management. It is their contention that they are not aware 
whether the worker was engaged by the contractor. There 
were several employees working in the cleaning section of 
the Airport. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in Air India 
Statutory Corporation & Ors. Vs. United Labour Union 
and Ors. 1997-l-LLJ-l 113 held that the contract labour 
engaged on the basis of a sham contract are to be absorbed 
in service of principal employer. The decision was rendered 
on 6-12-1997. In the light of the decision of first management 
absorbed the contract workers on the rolls of the contractor 
as on 6-12-1997. However the claimant was left out. 
According to the 1st management she was not in the rolls 
of 2nd management. Therefore the pertinent question is 
whether the claimant was a contract worker when the 
judgment was pronounced by the Hon’ble Supreme Court. 
According to the worker she had worked from 1986 to 
31-8-1991 continuously in the Airport and thereafter due 
to illness she was under treatment. When she recovered 
she reported for duty. Hence according to her she was 
never out of employment and so she had every right to get 
absorption on strength of the judgment of Hon’ble Supreme 
Court. But the first management does not admit the 
employment of the claimant either directly under first 
management or through the 2nd management. According 
to the first management when they considered the names 
of contract worker for the purpose of absorption in the 
light of the Supreme Court judgment, the name of the worker 
was not there on the rolls of 2nd management nor was she 
a direct employee of the first management. The worker has 
no case that she was taken directly by the first management. 
But she was a contract labour. For a period of more than 2 
years she says that she was under treatment. There is no 
evidence to prove that she had reported to the first 
management for resuming duty on 8-12-1993. Ext.W2 is 
relied on by the worker to contend that she had reported 
for duty to the first management and submitted medical 
documents to prove her illness. Ext.W2 is a letter dated 
31-8-1994 written by supervisor, Airport to the 2nd 
management Society stating that the worker was a society 
member and she had worked from 1986 to 31-8-1991 and 
thereafter she fell sick. After recovery she had approached 
the officers of Airport several times and on 30-8-1994 she 
had met Airport Manager and Manager had asked her to 
bring letter from the society. This letter accord intg to the 
worker was written by the supervisor of the first 
management to the Society Administrator. But it is 
challenged by the first management on the ground that it is 
a letter written by the supervisor of the contractor to the 
society administrator and not written by an officer of first 
management. The letter is written not in the letter pad of 
first management. It is a handwritten letter. Usually official 
letters are written in letter pads. Whether the officer who 
has signed Ext.W2 had the competence to write such a 
letter is yet another matter for scrutiny. It is relevant to 
note that the worker had admitted in the claim statement, 
para 3 that the contractor society had granted her leave for 
treatment. It is clear from her own statement that it was the 
society which had engaged her and that is why leave was 


granted by the societ y. There is no record to show whether 
she was actually granted leave and for how long? If she 
was given long leave for more than 2 years by theind 
management society she would have been on the rolls of 
the 2nd management. However there is no evidence to 
show that but for tie treatment she would have been 
working under 2nd Management and would have been in 
service. It is for the 2nd management to show records, if 
any, of the employiru nt of the claimant at die relevant time. 
Admittedly after 31-8-1991 she had not worked. She says 
that she had approached the 1 st management oh 8-12-1993. 
But she was not allowed to work. Naturally after 4 years 
when judgment in Air India Statutory Corporation case 
came out on 6-12-1997 her name could not have been there 
on the rolls of 2nd management. Since the first management 
is not the direct employer of contract labour they would 
depend upon the contractor to know the names afxontract 
workers. As per the ] ist provided by the 2nd management 
and which was also pi oduced in O.P. 4190/99(Ext. M1) the 
first management coild consider only those in the list for 
absorption. The direc tion of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in 
O.P. 4190/99(Ext. W 6) was to dispose of the representation 
of the worker pendin]; before the first management. By Ext, 
W7 order dated 19-7-1999 the representation was disposed 
of but denying employment. That was challenged by the 
worker in O.P. 29084/99 (Ext. M2). Pending that case the 
decision in Air India Statutory Corporation case was 
overruled in Steel Aithority of India case and hance'the 
Hon’ble High Court of Ext.M2 O.P. stating thatfiwrparties 
will be governed by tie decision in Steel Authority of India 
case. In Steel Autority of India Ltd. and Ors. v. National 
Union Water Front W orkers and Ors. 200 l-II-LLJ-1087 it is 
held that there is no ai itomatic absorption of contract labour 
on issuance of a notification under Section 10(1) of CLRA 
Act but would depend upon the nature of the contract, 
whether it is sham or g enuine. However the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court observed that whatever absorption that was made in 
the light of the judgment in Air India Statutory Corporation 
Case or by High Court or Industrial Tribunal shall not be 
disturbed. But the derision in Air India Industrial Tribunal 
shall not be disturbed. But the decision in Air India 
Statutory Corporation case is prospectively overruled. It 
means that after the judgment was rendered in Steel 
Authority of India ca: ;e it was not possible for any employer 
to absorb contract labour merely on the ground that there 
was a notification under Section 10(1) of CLRA Act. The 
judgment in Steel Authority of India case was rendered in 
2001. Thereafter on the basis of die decision in Air India 
Statutory Corporatio i case the first management could not 
have absorbed contract labour. Her name was not there in 
the list of 86 workers provided by the 2nd management and 
which list was annexe d to O.P. 8645/93 filed by some ofthe 
contract workers before the Hon’ble High Court ofKerala. 
Unless the claimant v r as a worker either on 6-12-1997 (date 
of judgment in Air 1 ndia Statutory Corporation case) or 
thereafter until the j ndgment in Steel Authority of India 
case was rendered tlie first management could not have 
considered her for absorption. Thus on the basis of the 
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decision in Air India StatuO^£#itoration Case die worker 
cannot claim absorption. . 

,, 6. Point No.2r—There is an averment in para 5 
(page 3) of the claim 

According to the worker .moi^^he, was Spgaged through 
2nd management contractor forlill practical purposes she 
was an employee of ffrst management the worker wrfS 
examined as WW1. She deposed that sbe Wages 

She was supervised and centred lb<f'Tyy'the first 
management. She h#f been working ctrfrtiiwtottsly from 
1986 to 1991. Whereas the oflfceroffirtt management; MW1 
denies payment wages io the worker by the fist 


paid by the contractor and not by the j&cst management. 
MW1 denies that the worker ^ ^pppifrt^ by the first 
management. But it is admired Aid V/l permit 
was issued by tjtie first management. No doubt it is issued 
to the worker. It shows that the worker was a cleaning 
staff. The permit was yalid up to 15-8-1991 (see reverse 
side). However the daily. permit is for the purpose of 


premises. It ia not enough s pleader the spntract is 
. sham. The burden is on diejKorker to prpyej th^t she waSj 
supervised and controlled by the officers; the Airport 
Authority, that she was given remuneration by the first 
management, that disciplinary eonttol WHS with the first 
management etc. None, of these factors are proved by the 
worker. On the other hand as already mentioned above in 
para 3 of the claim statemeot it i^adp^fted that she was 
granted leave for treatment by the 2nd management 
contractor. There tsrtosotirtrfly'ncnsfkiei*^ 


8. She has * casetkwtthefiret management has . 
conducted fresh reamitment end taken employees as 
cleaners on permaoen t hasb. According to the worker this 
is illegal. I have found that she was not a worker directly 
und#he first management and therefore she dtiek hot get ' 
ahy right for pitferertbe in employment as against fresh 
recruiters through employment exchange or otherwise. 
Therefore she is not entitled for any rpraedy . K ;; r. 

In the result ao award ^.passedfirvflj*»g that the 
action of die management ^iiporti^^oritypf India in not 
absorbing or reinstating the worker and in terminating the 
service of fhe worker,«legal and justified and she is not 
entitled for any retief. ‘ - * ; ‘ 

The award -will come into force oite month after its 
publication in the official gazette. 

pictated^to. the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
* ' r her, corrected and passed by me on this die 28th 
' T20O8. 4 '*'***. 

P V ;V! PxfNO^Rt,I^id^bfficer 

• V V T ... APPMn | ... 

Witness for the workman: 

WW1 5-3-2008 Smt. Margaret Fernandez 
Witness fortfie Management: 

MW1 9^*2008^ Sfr. Ml l&viftdhtoMten. i 


■i ‘ " i 


Exhibits for the workman t « 

364-1991 Daily penhif card of Smt. Margaret 
Fernandez..,; 


•Utr. 

W1 


to note that the worker jiadno such casejnQ,Ps £Exts.M 1 
& M2) filed by heir. It is die burden ofwoiker to jptove that 
die contract is sham and ffie iftiietnptoyer ii tribpHncipal 
employ# ?he worker has fmltd tifrprovetfte same and so 
I find that the eonttwptris genuine.; F -; ; 7rr . : r 

?, *oii»t N«v3 t-r^bejabimant was working from 
3Q-9-86 to 31-8-1991 but under die 2nd management, 
contractor. The claim is for re instatement and regularisatkm 
by the first Tfmnagemewt. Uatesfe she was employed by the 
fhnt management or unless the contractus fopnd to be 
sham the first management^cpWKf ,^e asked |o regularise 
dwwor^er. She herself has the case 
thmygfr the . contractor. \, bavb jtpubd (hat, tjjere Jpt no 
evidence tp prove ^ the, cqpd^ct is so, she 

could have jyotked oid^as a contract labour migor me 2nd 
management and cannot claim" re^laHsafion in 1 st 
Management. She cannot cl^m re- instarteriieAt In die 
first management Even if she had worked for about $ years 
she we only a contract worker and none of the benefits 
uadsr Section 25F of the I,D. Act can be claimed from the 
first management. 


W2 


W3 

♦ 1 i . m ' 


W4 


W5 


W6 


W7 


W8 




34^1994 ‘ C^of%ttet>iiomSupermor^ 

O i > uni'll the Adbiinisttitw, .^x*aeeVice 
-•*' r v Mens’ WelftdeCo-opjSocicor^ * ( 

O'S'i - r .' 'O f In: - * . V/JV- 

26-5-1994 Letter from the workman to Ex-service 
; : , Mdra* Welfare Co-op. Society Ltd., 

, jThiruvanandiapiiram. 

1-6-1994 Lettef firpm. the workman to the 
Director, International Airport 
“ y.xm ,7': Authodty;;nrhtnrv«iif|diapMram. ' 

* 3 #$^ Lettiet^bp ^h^ worlcibah tb the 
Director, International Airport 
- : L 7 - Aulh«*it)t£*^^ 

15^1999 f Co& ofjudg9^.^A p ^ 

. : . r ,, 1Ai^Coui^ 

19-7*1999 Cflpy of^epicfcapdttmr^o. AAT/ 
LAW/MF/99/110/5130 of Airport 
Authority of India, 
<TOmvtt#th^>uram. ' 

' i ' 

274-2004 Copy of judgment in O.P. No. 29084 
• ’ rv efJ999<k} OffiMflfiaHigh Court of 
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W9 4-6-2004 Letter from workman to the Chairman, 
Airport Authority of India, 
Thiruvananthapuram. 

W10 10-12-2004 Copy ofletter No. AAT/PERS/1001/ 

33/2002/4968 of Airports Authority 
of India, Thiruvananthapuram. 

Exhibits for the Management 

Ml —Copy ofO.P. No. 4190/1999 of Hon’ble High 

Court of Kerala, Emakulam. 

M2 —Copy of O.P. No. 29084 of 1999 of Hon’ble 

High Court of Kerala, Emakulam. 

15 2008 

W.3CT. 36.— fTTTC TrfaftTT, 1947 (1947 
TIT 14) Tft VHT 17 Ti 3Tlf "STt 

3fTTTT T? fTTfaTlf <t>4«=hl<T Tj - 
tN, spjtt A 4 fanr A aflalPi* 

THTT T>“ 4TI<d (RT4 31('?fr)/2008) Tit M'+ilftm 

TkoI "Tt 4HT>K Tit 10-12-2008 Tit TfTRT TT3TT TTI 

[R. W-17012/73/2007-3^ 3TR(RT)] 

ttsks, atteifr 

New Delhi, the 15th December, 2008 

S.O. 36.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
31(C)/2008) of the Industrial Tribunal, Patna now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of LIC of India 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10-12-2008. 

[No. L-17012/73/2007-IR (M)] 
KAMALBAKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 

Reference Case No. 31(C) of2008 

Between the Management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and 
their workman Shri Mukesh Kumar, represented by B.M. S. 

For the Management: Shri T. T. Mukheijee, Representative 
of LIC. 

For the Workman : Shri Murari Prasad, Representative of 
BMS. 

Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 


AWARD 

Patna, dated tl e 17th October, 2008 

By adjudication or<ler No. L-17012/73/2007-IR(M) 
dated 17-3-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi under Clause(d) of Sub-Section(l) and 
Sub-Section(2A) of Sect on 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has 
referred the following dis jute between the management of 
LIC of India Ltd., Patna and their workman Shri Mukesh 
Kumar, represented By E .M.S., Patna for adjudication to 
this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising the 
service of Daily wage worker Shri Mukesh Kumar, 
working for a long period and not giving him regular 
status of a permanent worker is justified and legal ? 
If not, to what relief Sh. Mukesh Kumar is entitled 
to ?”. 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the: written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawa of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties, anc hence I hereby passed a “No 
dispute Award.” 

3. And this is my i ward. 

V/ lSUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 

15 2008 

TIT.3R. 37.—W ftraK 33fafWT, 1947 (1947 
TIT 14) T>t TKT 17 T» 3FWT 7RTJR RcT 3flf 

3ifq> ^ferr A: wrtt ^ PhtWI* afit 

#T, 3 afaitfw fTTTT A sttw 3TfaTR®T 

(wf-Rt§qT30 (#)/2008 ) Tit TtTflftfTcT TRfft 
■sfl ^RTIR Tit 10 -12-08 Tit W<T ^3TT 8TTI 

[U tr^T-17012/72/2O07-3TT^3TR(TR] 
TITeT TR3?i, ^T> 3tf^THft 
New Delhi, the 15th December, 2008 

S.O. 37.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.30(c) 
2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Patna 
now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the Management of 
LIC of India, and their w jrkmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on 1 (-12-08. 

[No. Lrl 7012/72/2007-IR(M)] 
ILAMAL B AKHRU, Desk Officer 
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ANTOXURE. 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM RHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 

.PATNA,;;.. .• 

Reference C*M No. 30(Oo# 20ft. 

Between top management ofLlC of India Lid,, Palnaand 
their workman ShriAjky Kumar, represented by H.M.S,, 
Patna. 


New Delhi, (he 15th December, 2008 
S.O. 38.—In pj^stfappe^f;_Sc£gio^l.7gOf the 


Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1$47), die Central 
Govammebthereby publishes the Award (Ref. W.29 (c)/ 
2008) of the Tikhatnal Ttobtmt£'Pffi>fiowa^wiiln the 
Anneccure, intoe ImhamHalDhipa® between toe^pfoyers 
in relation to the management <o£LJC oflndia *r$ their 


on 10-12-08. 


For the management: Shri T.T: Triuklwriee. Representative 
ofUC. 

For the workman: Shri Murari Prasad, Representative of 
BMS. • " 

Present r Vasudeo Rein, Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal,Patna. : 

award- 4 > \ 

Patna, dated the 17th October, 2008. 

By adjudicatiraOnfcr No. L-17012/72/2007 -IRtfM) 
dated 17-3 >2008, the Chweroracnt of-Iwfca, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi under clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and 
Sub-Section (2A) of Secribh 10 of toe Industrial Dispute, 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
LIC of India Lfd., Patna and their workman, represented by 
B.M.S. Patna for adjudication to this Tribu^fl:.. 

“Whether die action of the nfenageosnst ofUOof 
India, Diviaional Officer, Patna imsot segulariskig 
the service of daily wag* Worker Shri Ajay Kufftar, 
working fbr a long-period andnot grviag himpeguiar 
status of a permanent worker is justified and legal? 
If not, what relief Bh. Ajay Kumar is entitled to 9” 

2. Both the patties appeared on notice and fiHd 

statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 
filed on behalf of workman and moved. Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute exists 
between the parties, hence I hereby passed a “No dispute 
award" ' '•• • •• * v: 

3. And this is my awards 



15^Btefi,2008 

1 m&t 194t (1947 

14) Mm 17 ^ W 

^ mil ( 29(^^2008) i, 


10-12-O8 ^irrm^ 3 n« 8 i 


{4^17012/W2Q07^4»^^(^) ] 


' ' " v r [No.I> 1*^)12/71/2007-IR(M)] 

' KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
> A \ ' ; ANMEXbRlfe''' , 

1 BEFORE I^ftl^lblNGOFFIC^ INDUSTRIAL 
' ITUBUNALSHIUM BHAWAn, A&EYROAD, 

.' x ‘ 

Between the Management of LiC«tf india:Ltd., Paln»and 
their WorkmimShri BirfmGiri represented byBM8(#ato& 

For the Management: Shri T.T. Mukhetjee, Representative' 
LIC: ' -A, : ; 

For toe Workman : Shri Murari Prasad, Representative, 
B.M.S. .... : 

, Present: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Office, r 
■ •- Industrial Tfritomak v. ■■h .. ; 

award 

Patna, dated toe 17th October; 2008 

8>.|4judic^on 1 C^(fcr^^l7ttl2/71/2097.ffM) 
dated 17-3-2008, toe Gqvenpnppt 6f India, Ministiy of 
Labour, Ndw Delhi under clause(dj ofSi&-S&?16n (J) and 
Sub-Section (2 A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter*called 'the Act’ forbrevity) has 
referred toe following dispute between the management of 
LIC of India Ltd^Pati^and their workman Shp fthim Gin, 
represented by B*M.S. Patna for adjudication to this 
Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
'• India,. Divisional Offtcfer, Patria inhdtregiriarising 
toe Service of daily wi^ ^briber Shri ffiiim Girl, 
wotkto^ for a iOi^peribdMd hot giving him kgulw 
> status of a permanent 1 worker is justified and legal? 

If not, what relief Gbiisentftled to.? ,T ^ 

2. Both the parties appeared oin notice and fifed 
statement of/claim and the wfittenitatement. Subsequently 
a pethin for Withdrawal of the reference case has been filed 
on behalf of workman and moved. Under the i)rcum!tanC’e 
I pmsume that now no dispute exists between the parties, 
hence ! hereby passed £ “No dispute AVvard”. r 

3. Anti thisls my Award. ^ " 

VAWDBORAM^PresidingQfficer 








[m n—Tans 3(H) ] 
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AWARD 

Patna, dated the 17th October, 2008 

By adjudication Order No. L-17012/69/2007-IR(M) 
dated 17-3-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour New Delhi under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management 
of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and their workman Sri Ranjeet 
Pandey, Represented by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication to 
this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the services of daily wage worker Shri Ranjeet 
Pandey, working for a long period and not giving 
him regular status of a permanent worker is j ustified 
and legal? If not what relief Sh. Ranjeet Pandey is 
entitled to 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of reference has been filed on 
behalf of workman. Under the circumstances, I presume 
that now no dispute between the parties hence a “No 
Dispute Award ” is hereby passed. 

3. And this is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 

^ 15 2008 

W.37T 41.—SlfafWL 1947 (1947 
14) ^ 3RT 17 ^ 

^ sw’tRra ^ «*>4<w4 

3 fife 3rfW«i 

w?r 26 (ift)/ 2008 )'^t 

10-12-2008 ^3TF<T]r3n m 

[li 17012/68/2007-3TT^31RC^) ] 

New Delhi, the 15th December, 2008 

S.O. 41.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.26 (C)/ 
2008) of the Industrial Tribunal Patna now as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of LIC of India and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 10-12-2008. 

[No. L-17012/68/2007-IR(M)l 
KAMALBAKHRU, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 

Reference Case No. 26(C) of2008 

Between the Management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and 
their Workman Shri Ram Avtar Prasad, Represented by 
B.M.S., Patna. 

For the Management: Shri T.T. Mukhefjee, Representative 
ofLIC. 

For the Workman: Shri Murari Prasad, Representative of 
BMS. 

PRESENT: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 17th October, 2008 

By adjudication Order No. L-l 7012/68/2007-IR(M) 
dated 17-3-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour New Delhi under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management 
ofLIC of India Ltd., Patna and their workman Shri Ram 
Avtar Prasad, represented by B.M.S., Patna for 
adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the service of daily wage worker Shir Ram Avtar 
Prasad, working for a long period and not giving him 
regular status of apermanent worker is justified and 
legal? If not, what relief Sh. Ram Avtar Prasad is 
entitled to ?.” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of reference has been filed on 
behalf of workman. Under the circumstances I presume 
that now no dispute between the parties hence a “No 
Dispute Award ” is hereby passed. 

3. And this is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 

^ ft*#, 15 2008 

^JT.3TT 42.—fW 1947 (1947^1 

14) afar 

^ ^ "3^ <*>4=hl4 ^ 4K 

sppra 3 ft** tot ^ 


7 x S' 
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W WsW 17(#)/2007) ^ f, # 

^ 10-12-08 ^ TTTRT j£3TT «ni 

[U 17012/21 /2007- TTR) ] 

^ arfeRt 


filed on behalf of 
circumstances I pn 
between the parties 
Dispute Award 

3. And that is 


workman and moved . Under the 
esume that now no dispute exists 
and hence I hereby passed a “No 


my Award. 


New Delhi, the 15th December, 2008 

S.O. 42.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 17 (C)/ 
2007) of the Industrial Tribunal Patna now as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of LIC of India and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 10-12-08. 

[No. L-17012/21 /2007-IR (M)] 


VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 

Rf 1^#, 15 2008 

43.—1947 (1947 
cf* 14) ^ «TRT 17 ^ TR^R 3Ttf Rt 

^ Trsf^lrf^ ^ 3fR ^ 

3 TrR't affair 

(RR^#S4T 18(lft)/2007) 

^ TTPfR ^ 10-12-08 Ri) RTRf j|3TT «TTI 


KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 

Reference Case No. 17(C) of2007 

Between the Management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and 
their Workman Shri Beda Nand Mishra, represented by 
B.M.S., Patna. 

For the Management: Shri Navin Kumar, Representative, 
of LIC. 

For the Workman : Shri Murari Prasad, Representative of 
BMS. 


[71 RcT-17012/20/2007-3tlf3tR(RR)] 
W, ^FT 3rftRFRt 
New Delhi, the 15the December, 2008 

S.O. 43.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby! publishes the award (Ref. No. 18 (C)/ 
2007) of the Industrial Tribunal Patna now as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management ofLIC of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 10-12-08. 

[No. L-17012/20/2007-IR (M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
i ANNEXURE 


PRESENT: Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 20th October, 2008 

By adjudication Order No. L-17012/21/2007-IR(M) 
dated 7-9-2008, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi under clause (d) of sub-Section (1) and 
sub-Section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has 
referred the following dispute between the management 
ofLIC of India Ltd., Patna and their workman, represented 
by B.M.S., Patna for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Lit of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the services of daily wage worker Shir Beda Nand 
Mishra, working for a long period and not giving him 
regular status of a permanent worker is justified and 
legal? I f it is an unfair labour practice, what relief the 
worker is entitled to ?.” 

2. Both the parties appeared on notice and filed 
statement of claim and the written statement. Subsequently 
a petition for withdrawal of the reference case has been 


BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 

I PATNA 

Reference Case No. 18(C) of2007 

Between the Management of LIC of India Ltd., Patna and 
their Workman Shri Praha lad Ram, represented by B.M.S., 
Patna. 


For the Management: Shri Navin Kumar, Representative, 
ofLIC. 

For the Workman : jjihri Murari Prasad, Representative of 
BMS. i 


PRESENT: jV;asudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 
industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

! AWARD 


Patna. da|ed the 20th October, 2008 

By adjudication Order No. L-17012/20/2007-IR(M) 
dated 7-9-2007, the Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
New Delhi under clause (d) of sub-Section (1) and sub- 
Section (2A) of Secljion 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has referred 



1 n| m iMtpu 


TIT*'*'. "*1 .... . 


I I 11114 .: I.. 



tea followingdispute jtetwatto management ofUCof 
Inti* Ud, Patna «d tfteir wortainm, SlirifotohaWfore 1 ’ 
represented by BACfc, Patna for ad}udicat!«> to Ms 

Tribunal: ■.“ 4 .;. /:: '- . \ ^ •*-.• • 

«reift»ihard»«riofr^ 

India, Divisional Office Pataate ^regularising 




to an unfair labour practice, whit relief the worker is 
cmitltod to ^ 

2. Bo* the parties appeared cm notice mi filed 


i patttkm fcrwfthd te w a l oftberefcrcafce caat h^bm 
fifed W bdurif ofworknmn and moved . Under the 
circumstances I presume that now no dispute extota 
between the parties, Whence * ^o Dispute Award "il 


3. And that is ray Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, PreaidkJgOfficcr 
#fct#,15foWWK,2008 
45T.3JT 44.—^WPw» tout* tofotolW, 1947 (1947 

m 14 )^ tow 17 toresfr 

m ikm to *to«fer£to# 
tohr, tom to afaftPwr teflwfw 

TOll ^ touts (*W Ate. 20(to^)/2007) tot amiftw ♦, 

to totofotomato* ^ia-M toft wtorfw-toii 

(to U!W-17012/17/2007-tetoaflW(lW)] 
4WFI WWW, ¥Wf •tolWTOT 

New Depri, the! 5th Deeenteer, 2008 

S.Q. 44.—In j^auance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 oft947),die CiM# 


Kali 


2007) of the Industrial 'Tribunal, Patna now as shown in 
the Anncxure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employes toreialkutothe management of UCoflndia 
and their workman* which was received by the Central 
Government on IOtI^-O^ 


(No. U17012/17/2007-IR(M )] 

■ \ KAMALBAKHRU, DeskOfficef 

ANPffiXIJttE 

BEFORE THEPREanHMSCUiTFK^R, INDUSTRIAL 


PATNA 

Reference Case No. 20(C) of2007 

Between the Management of LIC of IndiaUd., Patna and 
thetoWoriman Shri Chotelal, represented by B.M.S. 

For the Management: SfcriNavin Kumar, Representative, 
of LIC. • 


For the WorkmanShri Murari Prasad, Representative of 
BMS. - : ‘ V " 1 

Pretext: Vasudeo Ram, Prestdtag Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD *- : 

< Patna, dated the 17dt October, 2008 
By adjudication Order No,L.|7012/17/2007-lR(M) 


1947 flweinafter ctRed 'the Act’ jfcrhrevHy)hasreferred 
the faitowteg dispute between dw managetwent of LIC of 
IndteUd^Patoaaadthek workman represented by &M&, 
Patna foradtedicatkm to this Tribunal: 

“Whether tire action of the management of LIC of 
India, Divisional Office, Patna in not regularising 
the service* of daily wage worker Shri Chotelal, 
working for a long period and not giving him regular 


. to entitled tor3. M -. 

2. Bote the parties appeared on notice and filed 
stated cteiman4thawritteona>p m e n t. Subsequently 
a petition. for withdrawal of the reference has been 
filed on belukjff of workman. Under the circumstances 1 
prestimethafnow no dispute between the parties, and 
hence a “No Dispute Award ” is hereby passed. 

# ■ 

3. And this is my Award. 

VASUDEO RAM, PresidingOfficer 


to|1Wt;ntownR,2008 

, tow atfefrw, i$» (i948 

mru'i tot snt .4 -nft 'xmm-t 3 V cm tow Bftowftodilton 


'tefa wsm vm* 01 Wwfc, 2009 tol # 
total to m f town at# t, ftrotot tomr tototom * 
3W4W-4 (44 to 45 arotofotrototoftoto TTfto to ftot) 
anmw -5 ato 6 (ww-76 itotoa m (i) to* m -77,78. 

79 8t to fiww to* to* d*tofto toft refi) to 
dMito aiitot totsrto tomfttftetj totolto srtotofd,4Wlg ^ 

.y/-. 


maltotolaWf^tot^toWi v 5 

(to Kto^8O13W<WM0^totototo i] 
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New Delhi, the 17th December, 2008 


S.Q, 45 .— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the lsf January, 2009 as the date on 
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 
and 45 which have already been brought into force) and 
Chapter-V and VI [except.^b-section (I) of Section 76 and 
Sections 77,78,^79 and 8! which have already been brought 
into force] of the said Act shall come into force in the 
following areas in the State of Andhra Pradesh namely:— 


81 # faarra # ^-ft ^ xgft f] 

# f4HPdP<sld 'SPJrf #1, 3Wf^ 

3PT737TI # 37# TO Sfa # 7TT*7 TR73f 

ui«i-3Pi7ad'i, WbW ~7R, 7 ^ 73 ^ cr^iyi, <47 , 'jnd(, 


Vi ^T-38013/47/2008-^ T^7.-I] 

T^T. ^t. #kro7, 


“All the areas falling within the limits of Revenue 
Villages of Pogiri, Saradhi & Guruvam in Rajam Mandal in 
Srikakulam District & all the areas falling within the limits 
of Revenue Village of Ponuguti Valasa of Santhakaviti 
Mandal in Srikakulam District, Andhra Pradesh.” 


[F. No. S-38013/46/2008-S. S.I] 
S.D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 
17 f^Hl, 2008 


*R37T 46.—7M7 4lRl 3TfafWT, 1948 (1948 
tft 34) #t m l #t iwm (3) m^ y i faraT tft# 
1^, TR3FTT Ifd^gKI 1 2009 #t ^77 TTITte 

# ^7 # Pl4d 4><dl 1?, fjjti'h) ddfl 37fMfiHH # 4 

(4445 

5 3^6 (VT7T-76 VTTf (1) 3ffc *7171 77, 78, 79 3lk 


New Delhi, the 17th December, 2008 

S.O. 46.—Injexercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st January', 2009 as the date on 
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 
and 45 which have £ 1 ready been brought into force) and 
Chapter-V and VI [except sub-section (1) of Section 76 and 
Sections 77,78,79 an d 81 which have already been brought 
into force] of the said Act shall come into force in the 
following areas in the State of Tripura namely:— 


“Areas under Agartala falls within Agartala in the 
Revenue Village:— 


Agartala Jogandranagar, Khayrpur Madhuban 
Village, Lankamura, BarJIla, Kunjaban, Badharghat 
Revenue Village in Agartala.” 

[F. No. S-38013/47/2008-S.S.-I] 
S. D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 


^ 22 2008 

CFT.37T 47.—«h*faKl 77*7 37f*TfW7, 1948 (1948 34) VTTT 1 #t ^7< 

^ ### <*>#4l7t 7F*7 ^TT 1W7 # W7?f ^ 3lfafW7 # ' 

# ^ W# TIT«T 373^5 313 ^ 4 ] # <*klH (1) #' Pdfaft'e 7*779# ^>t ?t#t sftr 4>ld9 C 

37fa^TT # RTTcPT (3) fafrffra # ^pf -qr fa^ l ftd R77% # 37T?P7 

7 * 719 # 957 $9 f^nk* 7*7199 


771(5) £T7T 99x7 *iPkihT 99 9#9 97# 
Ft ^7? 37ft77£ERI Sift© # W ^ 
) ^ 9*77 

FT %lt t, 37«lfff V 


_ _ _T_r-_ V _ • f r- _ _ 

979^77791 99 w\ T3R 97 

37^^917 7TP£#mt 


*k<*»k # 779f977 9T PlHJ< u i|tft9 P-l^-lPciPacl T^TT^Rt P^l-lA ^ TT^ft ^ "^fFT 3Tf^f 

^T7? T7#Tf $ TT^Tt T77 ^t77 ^7T 37fq^7 oqf^T *TTTT 1(3) ^ 37^ 

fpfer farj ^Ttt f f^TT 7TTT ^ 7F?4^T37f^#m, 19 


4]HI 37f^PlHH, 1? 

. «- _ ..\ - ft. . .. .. r>. . ^ 

^7 W Pi ' 


_ (3) - 

FTR ^ TTRt 37f#7?f 37k "^T 
+44171 ^v#UT7t 
18 #^7- 

T^#tl J 


(i) 3^#; 

(ii) 

(iii) ^77177; 

(iv) h-s^ T^INd; 

(v) fg-T^T77f^T t77#7T; 
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(1) 


(vO **NWt ^nwK «k p* *wnm to vfcnft (%i ^ to?) 

1955 (1955 TO 45) ^ 
rot 2W 9ft*tiflra wro totto; 

^Nt wuw ^ wPA 

(^l^.lt*), TOR TOW, fllTOt w#ww *wr 

«fcR»n >-i:^’:*f ... 


•*s, 


[^ Tp. -38025/5/2008-TO,1$. -1 ] 
ip. 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2008 

8.0t " 47.—In exercise Of file powers conferred by sub-section (5) of Section 1 of the Employees' State Insurance 
Ad; 1948 (34 pfI948), the Central Government in consultation with the Employees' State Inswwe^oiporation hereby 

somite within the afea as specified in cohmtn (2) of the schedule annexed hereto the category of employees specified in 

A . : /A V V ' _’w.f -S ^ alu MAAM frnm Aa data nf tkU nflfnftly ) —■■ 


l ■: 


Areas in which the establishments Category of employees 
are si tuate d ...(’” to whom tire Act 


w 


w 


w 


The following establishments belonging to or under the All areas where the provision of All casual and contract 

control of the Central Government wherein twenty or the Emptoyees' State Insurance employees.* 

more persons are employed, or were employed for wages Act, 1948 have already been 

on *ny day of the preceding twelve months namely:— brought into force under Section 

l (3) of the Act. 




'I* 


* V 


M 


(0) Hotels; 

(fir) Restaurants; 

(tv) ROadTransport establishments; 

(v) Cinema including preview theatres; 

(vi) Newspaper establishments as defined in Section 2 (d) 

• of the Working Journalists and other Newspaper 

Employees (Conditions of Sendee) and l^pellaneous 
Provision* Act, 1955 (45 of 1955); 

(y$ Bstah ^shtnents engaged in insurance business, other 



Twists, Airport Authorities and Warehousing 


[F. No. S- 38025/5/2008-S.S.-I] 
S. D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 
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